University of Montana

ScholarWorks at University of Montana
Graduate Student Theses, Dissertations, &
Professional Papers

Graduate School

2005

Incorporating ecological principles into Montana's local land use
planning: A way to contribute to the protection and management
of ecological systems
Emily A. Brown
The University of Montana

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarworks.umt.edu/etd

Let us know how access to this document benefits you.
Recommended Citation
Brown, Emily A., "Incorporating ecological principles into Montana's local land use planning: A way to
contribute to the protection and management of ecological systems" (2005). Graduate Student Theses,
Dissertations, & Professional Papers. 4718.
https://scholarworks.umt.edu/etd/4718

This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the Graduate School at ScholarWorks at University of
Montana. It has been accepted for inclusion in Graduate Student Theses, Dissertations, & Professional Papers by an
authorized administrator of ScholarWorks at University of Montana. For more information, please contact
scholarworks@mso.umt.edu.

Maureen and Mike
MANSFIELD LIBRARY

The University o f

Montana
Permission is granted by the author to reproduce this material in its entirety,
provided that this material is used for scholarly purposes and is properly
cited in published works and reports.
**Please check "Yes” or "No" and provide signature**
Yes, I grant permission

_

No, I do not grant permission _
Author's Signature:
Date:...„'Qe. c

ck Q ,.cLC>0..6___

Any copying for commercial purposes or financial gain may be undertaken
only with the author's explicit consent.

e/98

Incorporating Ecological Principles
Into Montana’s Local Land Use Planning:
A Way to Contribute to the Protection and Management
O f Ecological Systems

By
Emily A. Brown
BLA. U tah State University. 2000
Presented in partial fulfillment o f the requirements
for the degree o f
M aster o f Ecosystem M anagement
The University o f M ontana
D ecem ber 2005

A pproved by:

altnerson

D ean, Graduate School

12-21 -per
D ate

UMI Number: EP40182

Ali rights reserved
INFORMATION TO ALL USERS
The quality of this reproduction is dep en d en t upon the quality of the copy subm itted.
In the unlikely ev en t that th e author did not send a com plete m anuscript
and there are m issing p a g e s, th e s e will be noted. Also, if material had to be rem oved,
a note will indicate the deletion.

O issartation Publishing

UMI EP40182
Published by P roQ uest LLC (2014). Copyright in the Dissertation held by the Author.
Microform Edition © P roQ uest LLC.
All rights reserved. This work is protected against
unauthorized copying under Title 17, United S ta te s C ode

ProQ uest LLC.
789 E ast Eisenhow er Parkway
P.O. Box 1346
Ann Arbor, Ml 48106 - 1346

Emily A. Brown, MEM, December 2005

Ecosystem Management

Incorporating Ecological Principles into M ontana’s Local Land Use Planning: A Way to
Contribute to the Protection and M anagement O f Ecological Systems.
Chairperson: Jo h n G oodburn

In M ontana, rapid grow th has created dramatic change throughout many parts o f the state.
This change is often in the form o f unplanned sprawl. M ost o f the current planning trends
throughout the state - described as being inconsistent, im plem ented w ithout forethought or
structured frameworks, and lacking coordination with other jurisdictions - are helping to
encourage unplanned growth. This often results in a transform ation o f rural areas and
degrades ecological systems. Many studies have looked at grow th and land use planning in
M ontana placing emphasis on smart grow th and land use planning legislation revisions. Yet,
very few studies and plans have looked at ecological approaches and principles and their
integration into M ontana’s land use planning practices to create a holistic approach to
planning and a strategic direction for ecological conservation. Some communities have
acknowledged the im pact o f growth and developm ent on ecological systems and are
attem pting to prom ote conservation strategies. However, local conservation efforts are often
piecemeal and site specific, giving little consideration to the entire ecological system.
The objective o f the following paper is to help M ontana’s local governments becom e
aware o f their role concerning the protection and m anagem ent o f the natural systems in
which they live and depend. It presents a planning direction from an ecological perspective,
prom oting the integration o f ecological principles into local and state planning frameworks,
and encourages the cooperation o f public land agencies, counties, and cities. T o advance
these ideas, M ontana’s current planning and growth trends and the associated impacts will be
addressed. Ecological principles and the potential for im plem enting them, how they have
been used in land use planning, and their planning benefits will be examined. Barriers that
prevent or make incorporating such principles and approaches difficult, and the barriers
found in M ontana will be discussed. Finally, possible steps to im plem ent ecological
principles into M ontana’s local land use planning will be presented. T he hope is that by
incorporating these principles into M ontana’s land use policies, it will establish better land
use planning and help local governm ents contribute to the protection and m anagem ent o f
ecological systems.
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INTRODUCTION
U rban grow th has long been know n to be a m ajor cause o f landscape-scale variation
and degradation in ecological systems (M cDonnell and Pickett, 1990; Saunders et al, 1991;
Barnes et al, 1998; H ansen et al, 2002; Palmer' et al, 2004). Home-building, commercial
development, road construction, and related activities are transforming these natural systems
and their biological processes on a large scale (M cDonnell and Pickett, 1990; Sander et al,
1991; Goudie, 2000). H ere in M ontana, rapid growth has created dramatic changes in land
use throughout many parts o f the state, often w ithout any coordinated land use planning
(MSGC, 2001). This unplanned growth could be costly to M ontana in terms o f its open
space, vital ecological systems, its hom etow n quality o f life, and taxpayer m oney (MSGC,

2001).
Many studies have examined growth and land use planning in M ontana and
discussed issues related to smart growth, affordable housing, transportation needs, and
legislation revisions (e.g., Environm ental Quality Council 1999 report, American Planning
Association 2001 report, M ontana D epartm ent o f Transportation 2002 report, and
num erous Smart G row th Coalition studies). However, while these areas are im portant to
strategically direct and influence the patterns o f land development, very few studies have
looked at ecological approaches and principles and how they might be integrated into
M ontana’s land use planning practices to create a m ore holistic approach to grow th and
urban developm ent and a strategic direction for ecological conservation.
M ontana has millions o f acres o f designated wilderness, natural preserves, parks, and
critical wildlife habitat, all im portant ecological systems that provide vital services to
communities throughout the state (Palmer et al, 2004). Many residents are concerned that
the growing population, lack o f coordinated land use planning, and high levels o f use are
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degrading these natural areas. Critical ecological systems and wildlife habitat are being
fragmented into small remnants, while designated public lands are beginning to take on m ore
o f the characteristics o f an island surrounded by a sea o f development. This fragmentation
o f natural areas has created great concern for public land agencies w ho are finding it ever
m ore difficult to manage public lands, and for local residents who wish to protect the
integrity o f the natural systems in which they live. A crucial challenge facing M ontana, then,
is how to practice' land use planning in a way that protects the ecological systems on which
the state depends, while sustaining local communities and maintaining their values and
beliefs.
In recent years, public land agencies have addressed this question m ore directly by
moving away from traditional management practices in favor o f approaches emphasizing
ecosystem integrity (e.g., ecosystem management) (Meffe et al, 2002; Brody, 2003). These
approaches focus on incorporating ecological perspectives with social, economic, and
institutional perspectives. They also prom ote holistic integration o f science with socially
defined goals and objectives, and look beyond specific jurisdictions to focus on the broader
spatial and tem poral scales (e.g., the entire ecosystem or watershed) (Meffe et al, 2002).
However, such efforts should n o t be solely the responsibility o f federal and state agencies
and environmental organizations. It requires the coordination and cooperation o f many
different jurisdictions, including local governments.
Local level land use planning m ust be considered along with other jurisdictional
r

’

S

scales w hen it comes to protecting and managing entire ecological systems. The factors
causing ecosystem decline, such as rapid urban developm ent and unplanned sprawl, occur at
the local level and are the product o f local land use decisions (Brody, 2003). As a result,
some o f the m ost powerful tools that potentially affect these natural systems are in the hands
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o f local planning groups (e.g., city councils, tow n boards, county commissioners, and
planning boards) (Brody, 2003). Thoughtful policies at the local level can often protect
critical ecological processes m ore effectively than state and federal protection options
(Duerksen et al, 1997). It is im portant that local governments become m ore involved andaware o f the influence they have o n the natural systems in which they live and the ecological
com ponents and processes on w hich they depend. It is also im portant to understand
adjacent public land agency’s focus and objectives regarding m anagement o f these ecological
systems.
The objective o f this paper is to help the state o f M ontana and its local governm ents
become m ore aware o f their role concerning the protection and m anagem ent o f the natural
systems in which they live and depend on, and why i t is so im portant for them to becom e
involved. This paper presents a land use planning direction from an ecological point o f view,
prom oting the integration o f ecological principles into both local and state planning
frameworks. It also encourages the cooperation o f public land agencies, counties, and cities
to create a cohesive planning unit. By incorporating these ecological principles into
M ontana’s local land use policies, it may establish better land use planning and create a way
for local governm ents to ' contribute to the protection and m anagem ent o f ecological
systems.
In order to advance these ideas involving land use planning and the potential for
integrating ecological principles into the process, four sections will be presented. The first
section outlines the current land use planning patterns and growth trends in M ontana, as
well as the associated socioeconomic, ecological, and public lands impacts. Secondly, the
potential for im plem enting ecological principles into land use planning and the associated
benefits will be discussed. T h e 'th ird section, examines the challenges, constraints, and
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barriers that could impede incorporation o f such principles into land use planning. A nd
finally, the fourth section discusses potential recom m endations related to conducting land
use planning in M ontana within a m ore sustainable ecological framework. This would also
include possible coordinated roles that public land agencies may pursue with local
governments.

CURRENT LAND USE PLANNING AND GROWTH TRENDS
IN MONTANA
Current Land Use Planning Patterns
T o understand why there is a need to consider an ecological approach to planning in
M ontana, it is im portant to understand the type o f planning that is taking place throughout
the state and fueling this need for change. To begin, it is fair to say that M ontana can be
described somewhat as a laisse^Jaire state. This means that past developm ent pressures have
not been 'significant enough to necessarily concern citizens about potential land use
problems (Nelson, 1999). As a consequence, M ontana has been slow to create clear
statewide planning mandates regarding land use, and local jurisdictions have not, or have just
recendy, started to plan (Meek et al, 2001; MSGC, 2001). All land use planning authority.is
given to local jurisdictions and in the hands o f county and city officials, w ho interpret these
state planning mandates the best they can. Local jurisdictions have three primary tools they
are authorized to use in addressing land use planning issues: grow th policies, subdivision
laws, and zoning and permitting regulations (M DOT, 2002). However, other than
subdivision laws, the use o f these tools is voluntary (M ontana State Legislature, 2003). These
three tools will be discussed further in a subsequent section. W hat is im portant to note,
however, is that this type o f laisse^faire approach to planning, coupled with current rapid

population growth throughout many parts o f the state, has helped create much o f the land
use planning currently taking place in M ontana.
The type o f planning that has resulted is described by many as being varied and
inconsistent, with plans im plem ented with very litde forethought, w ithout a structured
framework, and oftenTacking coordination with other jurisdictions (Meek, 2001; M D O T,
2002). Typically, plans are im plem ented by local governm ents within borders o f designated
areas, with litde regard for the surrounding lands and other communities (Meek et al, 2001).
Many local plans in M ontana do n o t guide developm ent in terms o f actually influencing the
rates or locations o f land use change. Communities often choose n o t to manage growth,
other than assure a steady supply o f buildable land (Nelson, 1999).
Such planning strategies have created a type o f developm ent in M ontana that has
been characterized as sprawl; i.e., a relatively low-density, noncontiguous, automobile
dependent, residential and nonresidential developm ent expanding away from city/ centers
(Meek et al, 2001; M D O T, 2002; Bengston et al, 2004). The general pattern o f development
in M ontana over the last 10-20 years has been to move away from the cities into new lowdensity residential subdivisions with lots ranging up to twenty/ acres (Meek et al, 2001). These
larger lot developments distribute people and infrastructure over a m uch larger land area,
require a substantial expansion o f infrastructure, and create m ore individual landowners
responsible for considerable am ounts o f open space (MSGC, 2001; Dwyer and Childs,
2004). This pattern has not always resulted in good neighborhoods (Meek et al, 2001). In
addition, these new developments have resulted in highly visible changes in land use,
particularly in rural areas and along the wildland-urban interface, as new subdivisions and
retail centers consume significant am ounts o f natural areas and agricultural land (Meek et al,
2001; M D O T, 2002). There is also great concern that many parts o f M ontana are now
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experiencing a cycle o f developm ent and land use change similar to that in many other areas
o f the W est (M DO T, 2002). This cycle involves new residential developm ent adjacent to
established urban areas, which then creates the market for development to accom m odate
retail and other services. T he cycle often repeats itself expanding outwards consum ing m ore
and more land (M D O T, 2002). The M ontana Smart G row th Coalition (MSGC, 2001)
concluded that these types o f planning patterns can have cumulative negative impacts on
ecological systems, rural areas, counties, cities and towns (MSGC, 2001).

G row th T rends and Related Im pacts
Current planning trends in M ontana are not, however, the only reason to advocate a
new ecological approach to land use planning. G row th continues to increase in the state,
social and econom ic views continue to change, vital ecological services may be lost,
ecological impacts are prevalent, and public lands are feeling the pinch as urban growth
surrounds them.

Growth in the W est and Growth in Montana
W ith a population growth rate o f 25.4 percent, the Rocky M ountain W est was the
fastest growing region o f the country in the 1990’s (Hansen et al, 2002). Nevada, Arizona,
Colorado, Utah, and Idaho ranked as the top five fastest growing states, according to the
2000 U.S. census. A bout 67 percent o f the counties in this region grew faster than the
national average (Beyers and N elson, 2000; H ansen et al, 2002). It was also found that m ost
o f this growth, occurring in the 1990’s, was in non-m etropolitan western counties where
m uch o f the land was federally owned (Johnson and Beale, 1999). In fact, counties that
contain federally designated wilderness areas grew twice as fast as non-wilderness counties
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(Frentz et al, 2002). Furtherm ore, these growth trends are expected to condnue,. with the
Rocky M ountain W est projected to have an additional 29 percent increase in population by
2020 (Cordell and O verdest, 2001).
T he State o f M ontana has n o t been exem pt from this growth. W ith a growth rate o f
12.9 percent, the 2000 US Census ranked M ontana twentieth in the nation in terms o f fastest
growing states. The state increased from a population o f 799,065 in 1990, to a population o f
902,195 in 2000 (US Census Bureau, 2000). These numbers, however, are only going to
increase, with the US Census Bureau (2000) estimating that by the year 2025 1.1 million
people will be residing in the state. Currently, out o f the 56 counties in M ontana, 33 o f those
counties have seen their populations grow between 1990 and 2000. Those counties that have
had the m ost significant grow th rates over that decade are shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Counties Growing in M ontana 1990-2000
County

1990

2000

population

population

Ravalli

25,010

36,070

11,060

44.22%

Gallatin

50,484

67,831

17,347

34.36%

Broadwater

3,318

4,385

1,067

32.16%

7,939

10,049

2,110

26.58%

Lake

21,041

26,507

5,466

25.98%

Flathead

59,218

74,471

15,253

25.76%

Stillwater

6,536

8,195

1,659

25.38%

Missoula

78,687

95,802

17,115

21.75%

Carbon

8,080

9,552

1,472

18.22%

Sanders

8,669

10,227

1,558

17.98%

Lewis & Clark

47,495

55,716

8,221

17.31%

Mineral

3,315

3,884 ■

569

17.16%

Sweet Grass

3,154

3,609

455

14.43%

Madison

5,989

6,851

862

14.39%

Golden Valley

912

1,042

130

14.25%

Yellowstone

113,419

129,352

15,933

14.05%

11,337

12,671

1.334

11.77%

Jefferson

Big H orn

■

'
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Difference

Percent of
Growth

Table 1 Continued. Counties Growing in M ontana 1990-2000
Granite

2,548

2,830

282

11.07%

Musselshell

4,106

4,497

391

9.52%

Chouteau

5,452

5,970

518

9.50%

Glacier

• 12,121

13,247

1,126

9.29%

Beaverhead

8,424

9,202

778

9.24%

Powell

6,620

7,180

560

8.46%

Park

14,515

15,694

1,179

8.12%

Lincoln

17,481

18,837

1,356

7.76%

Cascade

77,691

80,357

2,666

3.43%

665

1.96%

Silver Bow

33,941
34,606
(U.S. Census Bureau, 2000)

■

From this table, it is apparent that the counties with significantly large populations
are still growing at a very rapid rate, but also that a num ber o f counties with very small
populations are experiencing a substantial population increase. W hat is also evident is that
population grow th is n o t uniform throughout the state. While m ost counties in Eastern
r

M ontana are experiencing a population decline, counties throughout Central and W estern
M ontana are becom ing m ore densely populated (EQC, 1999; M D O T, 2002). These counties,
experiencing growth, are also where the highest proportions o f public lands —Forest Service,
N ational Park Service, and BLM — are located. Figure 1 highlights the 16 counties with a
grow th rate o f 14 percent or m ore between 1990 and 2000 in relation to public lands in
M ontana.
Counties such as Flathead, Missoula, Lake, Ravalli, Gallatin, and Lewis and Clark are
o f particular concern, because they are all located adjacent to large tracts o f public lands,
have large populations, and are still growing at a considerable rate. For instance, from 1990
to 2000 Flathead County grew by 15,253 people. From 2000 to 2003 it grew by another
5,014 (Real estate Center, 2003). Gallatin County grew by about 17,347 people between 1990 '
and 2000, and another 5,412 between 2000 and 2003 (Table 2) (Real estate Center, 2003).
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Data source: http://w w w .dnrc.state.m t.us/

Nat onal P arks
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Figure 1. Location o f counties growing 14 percent or more 1990 to 2000

Table 2. Counties o f Particular Concern
County

Population in 2000

Population in 2003

Increase

Flathead

74,471

79,485

5,014

Gallatin

67,831

73,243

5,412

Lake

26,507

27,197

690

Lewis and Clark •

55,716

57,137

1,421

Missoula

95,802

98,616

36,070.

38,662

Ravalli

.

2,814
,.

2,592

(U.S Census Bureau, 2004)

Population trends, however, are not the only indicators that rapid growth is indeed
taking place in M ontana. The Environm ental Quality Council study conducted in 1999 stated
that from 1988 to 1999 m ore than 11,000 subdivision proposals to create 34,000 residential
parcels were reviewed by the M ontana D epartm ent o f Environm ental Quality. Between 1990
and 1997, the num ber o f subdivisions reviewed under the Sanitation in Subdivisions Act
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increased by 184 percent. The num ber o f housing units perm itted for construction in
M ontana per year, between 1990 and 1996, m ore than doubled, an increase o f 119 percent
(EQC, 1999). Between 1974 and 1994, lands in agriculture decreased b y '3.1 million acres,
dropping the states agricultural land area from 66.9 percent to 64.2 percent (EQC, 1999).
O ver a five-year period, from 1992 to 1997, Ravalli County saw its agricultural land decrease
from 241,655 acres to 183,647 acres. Flathead County’s agricultural land decreased from
277,050 acres to 216,303 acres, and agricultural land in Lewis and Clark decreased from
883,479 acres to 822,066 acres (MSGC, 2001).
So, why is growth occurring in M ontana and other Rocky M ountain States? This
question has been the topic o f various studies. O ne study states, that the majority o f those
moving to these particular areas are drawn to amenities such as m ountainous scenery; access
to outdoor recreation (e.g., skiing, hiking, and fishing), and proximity to open space and
wilderness

(Hansen

et al, 2002). A nother

study

found

it was im provem ents in

communications and inform ation technologies that allowed people to m ove away, from cities
and w ork from hom e (Elm endorf and Luloff, 1999). Some respondents attributed their
migration to better social environm ents, less people, and cheaper land (Dwyer and Childs,
2004). While others move to these areas because o f the shift from an industrial to a service
based economy (Elm endorf and Luloff, 1999). W hatever the reason, population grow th'is
boom ing in M ontana and other W estern states, and based on US Census Bureau (2000)
projections, it doesn’t appear to be slowing down.

Social and Economic Change
T he rapid population growth described above has further changed the social and
economic characteristics o f many M ontana communities. For m ost o f the 1900s, the
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population o f many rural areas in the W est grew slowly or even decreased. Local economies
were based on natural resource industries such as logging, farming, mining, and ranching
(Hansen et al, 2002). Many residents o f the region considered conservation strategies on
private and public, land detrimental to local econom ic development. Efforts to protect
natural areas and preserve public lands from extraction activities or commercial developm ent
were seen as restricting the use o f vital natural resources. (Hansen et al, 2002). However,
with the rapid surge o f growth hitting the western states, over the last twenty years, these
economic and social perspectives that once dom inated this region are dramatically changing
(Hansen et al, 2002; Dwyer and Childs, 2004).
G row th is occurring in the western states because people w ant to live near nature.
They are attracted by the natural amenities, the “wild” scenery, the lack o f congestion, and
the recreational opportunities (Hansen et al, 2002). T he newcomers flocking to these areas
also bring with them different expectations with regards to environmental protection and
ecological integrity. N ew immigrants often embrace environmental values that emphasize
living in harmony with nature (Cortner and M oote, 1999). They also typically prefer
protection and preservation o f natural areas to a greater degree than non-immigrants (Frentz
et al, 2004).. The introduction o f these new values and perspectives has created a very
complex sociopolitical structure throughout m uch o f the West. A structure that gives rise to
strongly held and diverse views o f how land should be used, managed, and protected (Dwyer
and Childs, 2004).
The new perspectives and values that have emerged from this grow th have also
helped to shape a new economy in the West. O nce the primary com ponents o f the econom y
in western states, natural resource extraction, farming, and ranching (Hansen et al, 2002) are
now being replaced by an econom y that emphasizes tourism and recreation, service based
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businesses, and technology-based companies (US Census Bureau, 2000; BEA, 2000). Here in
M ontana, natural resource extraction has been in dramatic decline, a relic o f the “old west”,
as m ore o f the econom y shifts from the rural setting and into the cities (EQC, 1999).

Ecological Impacts
A n ecosystem consists o f a full diversity o f organisms and their associated non-living
environm ent that function as an integrated ecological unit (Szaro et al, 1998; Meffe et al,
2002). They exist at many different scales (e.g.ya forest, a watershed, or a small pond and its
shoreline) because an ecosystem is a functional concept, w ithout a particular spatial extent
(Meffe et al, 2002). Ecosystems are also dynamic to the extent that their species
com position, structure, and function continually change over time. Furtherm ore, the
boundaries between them are not clearly defined. Ecosystems are interconnected and grade
into one another, as well as being nested within a hierarchical matrix o f larger ecosystems
(Szaro et al, 1988).
Ecosystems are recognized as open complex systems made up o f political, social,
economic, biological, and physical com ponents (Cortner and M oote, 1999). As such, humans
and the communities in which they live are very m uch an integral part o f these ecosystems
(Pickett et al, 2004). O ur local communities are n o t isolated and disconnected from the
ecological com ponents o f that system. Energy, organisms, materials, humans and their
activities flow and merge into one another, influencing and impacting each other on a regular
basis (Meffe et al, 2002; Pickett et al, 2004).
Because o f the fluid nature o f ecosystems and the interconnectedness o f all biotic —
including humans — and abiotic com ponents, M ontana communities can have a major
im pact on their associated ecological systems and can disrupt the natural processes within
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them (Pickett et al, 2004). Likewise, functioning ecosystems can provide communities with a
.diverse array o f services that residents could n o t live w ithout (e.g., clean drinking water,
oxygen production, erosion control, wildlife, scenic beauty, climate control and temperature
im provem ents, food production, crop pollination, flood mitigation, and recreation) (Meffe et
al, 2002; Palm er et al, 2004). Because biologically diverse systems are better than
impoverished systems at providing these services (Meffe et al, 2002) planning and
m anagement that contributes to healthy and productive ecological systems should be a very
im portant consideration for M ontana communities.
Unfortunately, M ontana’s ecological systems will be increasingly impacted and their
ecological services increasingly strained because M ontana’s population will continue to grow.
U rban and suburban centers will continue to expand outward, and there will be m ore people
to depend on the services from these natural systems. Much o f the planning that is occurring
throughout the state - sprawling subdivisions and ranchettes replacing natural habitat and
agricultural land - is also altering these ecological systems, their processes, and the
biodiversity they contain in a myriad o f ways (Goudie, 2000). These ecological impacts tend
to be the m ost substantial, because they are, for the m ost part, irreversible and permanent.
Major impacts on watersheds, soil, geomorphology, and air quality are a few examples.
However, grow th and hum an activities have probably had the greatest im pact on plants and
wildlife than on any other com ponents o f the environm ent (Goudie, 2000).
Urban and suburban developm ent have altered, degraded, or destroyed natural
vegetation through deforestation, fire suppression, road construction, subdivisions, parking
lots, and other types o f infrastructure. As the landscape is converted to homes and
commercial development, native plant species communities are often severely fragmented
into small, often disconnected, patches (Saunders et al, 1991). The need for fire suppression
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in natural areas also increases as urban developm ent occurs. Removing fire disturbances
from these ecosystems can potentially have serious negative impacts on fire-adapted plant
and animal species. These changes in fire regimes as well as fragmentation o f native habitat
have negative impacts on plant and wildlife diversity, as well as the overall health o f all native
species. These im pacts are a m ajor concern for anyone interested in healthy native plant and
wildlife communities and'm aintaining the ecological integrity o f these natural systems (Meffe
. et al, 2002).
W ith fragmentation, contiguous areas o f natural habitat are converted into a series o f
rem nant vegetation patches surrounded by a matrix o f different vegetation a n d /o r land use
(Meffe et al, 2002). Fragmenting these natural areas leads to four primary landscape level
consequences: 1) reduction o f overall native habitat, 2) iso la tio n 'o f rem nant patches, 3)
creation o f abrupt edges, and 4) alteration o f within patch microclimate (Saunders et al,
1991; Smith, 1993; Barnes et al, 1998; Goudie, 2000; Meffe et al, 2002). All four
consequences lead to a reduction o f ecosystem diversity, integrity, and the loss o f habitat
heterogeneity for plants and wildlife. This increases the likelihood o f extinction for many
susceptible species (Saunders et al, 1991; Smith, 1993).
The reduction in the available area o f natural habitat is unavoidable following
fragmentation (Saunders et al, 1991; Meffe et al, 2002). Such fragmentation results in habitat
patches o f various sizes and shapes. Unfortunately, these sizes and shapes com m only yield
an area that is too small to offer sufficient habitat heterogeneity for factors like territory size
o f a species, food supply, or other required features such as streams and wetlands (Barnes et
al, 1998). A decrease in suitable habitat is particularly negative for area-sensitive species that
require large areas to survive and reproduce. Susceptible species may have a restricted
ecological niche, require minimum areas or corridors for seasonal movem ents, or simply

18

require large, areas due to their large body size and resource needs (Meffe et al, 2002).
V
Unfortunately, the negative impacts o f habitat loss and small patch size are
exacerbated further if these patches are isolated from other areas o f natural habitat (Saunders
et al, 1991). U pon isolation, a rem nant is likely to have m ore species than it is capable of
sustaining. O ver time, however, many species will be lost as changes brought about by
fragmentation take effect (Saunders et al, 1991). Rapid local extinctions are m ost likely to
occur in species that require large territories, exist at low densities, depend entirely on native
vegetation, or are dispersal-sensitive because o f morphological, physiological, or behavioral
limitations (Saunders et al, 1991; Meffe et al, 2002). In isolated patches, the probability o f
extinction increases because small isolated populations are m ore susceptible to lose o f
genetic diversity and loss o f within-population heterozygosity. The- result is potentially
decreased fitness in the species (Meffe at al, 2002). In addition, there is often an influx o f
other species that are capable o f establishing in the fragmented area which directly com pete
with native species (Saunders et al, 1991).
The creation o f abrupt edges can also have serious repercussions on native plants
and wildlife living within a rem nant patch. This is especially true for those species that have
not evolved in landscapes that are naturally edgy or heterogeneous (Saunders et al, 1991).
A brupt edges create a num ber o f potentially negative biotic effects in fragmented areas, such
as the introduction o f edge generalists (e.g., plant and animal species who survive and
reproduce well in edge areas) (Saunders et al, 1991). There are also hum an effects associated
with these edges, such as pets, vehicle traffic, the introduction o f non-native species,
pollution, and increased activity within natural areas (Barnes et al, 1998; Meffe et al, 2002).
These factors place considerable stress on native species and can result in lower survival and
reproduction rates:
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A nother edge effect related to fragmentation is an alteration o f the microclimate
within and surrounding the remnant. Alterations in solar radiation, temperature, wind, water
and relative humidity can all have potentially negative effects on the native flora and fauna
that are adapted to interior conditions (Saunders et al, 1991; Barnes et al, 1998; Meffe et al,
2002). For example, the loss o f vegetation increases the solar radiation reaching the ground.
This results in greater temperature fluctuations, with higher daytime temperatures, and lower
nighttime temperatures relative to naturally vegetated areas (Saunders et al, 1991). Increased
exposure to wind can damage vegetation either through direct physical effects (e.g., wind
pruning or wind-throw), by increasing evapotranspiration, or by increasing the transfer o f
material such as dust and seeds froth the surrounding matrix (Lovejoy et al, 1986; Saunders
et al, 1991). The w ater regime and the hydrological cycle in these patch rem nants are also
altered through changes in the rates o f rainfall interception and evapotranspiration, due to
removal o f vegetation. These hydrological changes affect soil moisture levels, the pathways
by which water penetrates the soil, and increase surface water flows leading to increased
erosion and transport o f particulate m atter (Saunders et al, 1991).
However, loss and fragmentation o f natural areas are not the only ecological impacts
to biota. Fire plays many major roles in an ecological system, and has a significant influence
on plant and animal life. Fire influences the physical and chemical properties o f soil, nutrient
loss, and hydrologic processes that plants need to survive. It also affects the genetic
adaptations o f plants, plant com position and diversity, mortality, regeneration, growth, and
succession (Barnes et al, 1998). O ur increasingly efficient fire suppression efforts, however,
are greatly changing natural systems and the plant species that make up these systems (Smith
et al, .1997; Barnes et al, 1998). This exclusion o f fire leads to marked build-up o f fuel,
decline o f many fire dependent plant species, and increased damage to plants from insects
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and disease. In addition, late successional species tend to increase in abundance, often
leading to a decline in habitat and both plant and animal diversity (Barnes et al, 1998). Entire
forest and grassland com position and structure have been altered because o f fire
suppression. In order to restore and maintain natural ecological processes, and to reduce the
am ount o f fuel that may have built up, these areas could be allowed to burn. However, with
increasing developm ent comes the necessity to protect life and property, which limits the
likelihood that areas will be allowed to burn.
Besides the impacts associated with habitat loss, fragmentation, and fire suppression
growth and urban developm ent have also been known to affect-water quality and alter
hydrologic cycles in watersheds (Dodd et al, 2003). O ne o f the main factors behind these
problems is storm-water run-off from urban areas. As land undergoes urbanization and
growth, surfaces are made less pervious to water, either by com paction o f established soil
structure or through impervious covers such as concrete and asphalt (D odd et al, 2003).
These impervious surfaces, along with wetland drainage and the construction o f dams and
canals, have the effect o f altering the local Watershed balance by increasing storm flow
volumes, decreasing base-flow mechanism, and changing ground water levels and rates o f
recharge (Goudie, 2000; Bradley et al, 2003). As urban developm ent progresses w ater quality
is also affected due to an increase in suspended sediments and pollutants (e.g., fertilizers and
pesticides) in run-off from urban and agricultural lands that can taint both surface and
ground water. Decreased water quality and altered hydrologic flows can reduce fish habitat
quality, negatively affect native vegetation, and decrease suitability o f water for hum an
consum ption (Goudie, 2000).
The soils and the geom orphology o f an ecosystem are also impacted by population
growth and urban development. Construction and developm ent remove vegetation and
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relocate upper soil horizons. These types o f impacts increase sedimentation and erosion and
accelerate mass m ovem ents (Goudie, 2000). Agriculture and urban landscaping often alter
soil structure, pum p fertilizers and pesticides into the soil, and create very saline soil
conditions (Barnes et al, 1998; Goudie, 2000). O ften urban developm ent alters river channels
to mitigate for floods, manage for drought, and make room for new roads and bridges
(Saunders et al, 1991). All o f these alterations have a negative im pact on natural vegetation,
wildlife, fish, and w ater quality throughout these ecological systems.
In M ontana, the rapid population growth and land use change occurring in many
counties have affected wildlife and their habitat, plant communities, soils, and water as
millions o f acres have been lost to urban growth. In Gallatin County, for instance, growth
and habitat loss are o f particular concern because o f its designation as part o f the Greater
Yellowstone Ecosystem. M ost o f the agriculture, grazing, and residential developments in
Gallatin County are located in lowlands and in habitats that are high in net primary
productivity. These areas are also considered “hot spots” for many native species (Hansen et
al, 2005). A bout 25% o f the bird species found in the G reater Yellowstone Ecosystem are
strongly associated with hot-spot habitats. These habitats serve as population source areas
and are critical for maintaining the viability o f many bird populations across the region
(Hansen et al, 2005). However, studies have indicated that birds in hot spots near hum an
activity have low reproductive rates due to nest predators that are abundant in hum an
landscapes (e.g., raccoons). Consequently, developm ent in Gallatin County may help reduce
habitat quality and population viability for these native bird species found throughout the
natural reserve (Hansen et al, 2005).
While n o t dependent on lowland habitats, the threatened grizzly bear also appears to
face high mortality rates in these lowland areas. A round Glacier N ational Park and the Bob
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Marshal Wilderness Complex, w here urban developm ent is increasing, federal biologists
report that m ore than 60 percent o f the conflicts between grizzly bears and humans occur on
private lands (Hansen et al, 2002). Many conservationists feel that higher hum an population
densities on these private lands and the future reduction o f native habitats, could threaten
the recovery o f this species (Hansen et al, 2002).
W atersheds throughout M ontana have also been impacted because o f grow th and
urban development. In the Gallatin River watershed alone, the M ontana D epartm ent o f
Environm ental Quality lists 21 stream segments as “im paired”, totaling 240 river miles
(NRCS, 2005). The leading contributors to stream im pairm ent in the Gallatin W atershed are
agricultural ru n o ff and irrigation dewatering. The third m ost significant cause o f stream
im pairm ent is the combined effect from non-agricultural land development, urban ru n off
and road construction (NRCS, 2005). In the B itterroot watershed, the B itterroot River is
included in the state’s list o f threatened and impaired streams and rivers, along with 21 other
stream sections in the watershed (M ontana W ater Center, 2003). High levels o f dissolved
nitrogen and phosphorus are found in the Bitterroot, indicating that sewage, septic leakage,
and animal waste are entering the river and negatively affecting water quality (M ontana
j
W ater Center, 2003).
In the Flathead River basin, one o f the primary causes o f bull trout decline is
residential developm ent (US Fish & Wildlife Service, 2005). In Flathead County, an
increasing hum an population has led to increased eutrophication due to nutrient enrichm ent
in Flathead Lake and other large lakes within the basin. This has caused a downward trend in
water quality. Residential developm ent along tributaries in the basin is affecting w ater quality
and stream morphology by building in the floodplain (US Fish & Wildlife Service, 2005). All
o f these factors are having an adverse affect on bull trout.
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Impacts to M ontana’s Public 'Lands: A . Public L and Agency Survey
I

Because public lands are connected to their surrounding landscapes through social,
economic, and ecological relationships, the impacts from population growth and urban
developm ent have a considerable influence on these designated lands (Zube, 1995). Public
lands are often n o t large enough and inadequately buffered from surrounding land use to be
totally effective in protecting all native species and natural processes within their borders
(Murry, 1995). As grow th and urban developm ent spread o u t across adjacent landscapes,
natural systems tend to be fragmented. This fragmentation slowly shrinks the natural buffers
around public lands, cutting o ff corridors between them, isolating these designated areas,
and altering the ecological systems within them (Hansen et al, 2002; Frentz et al, 2004). If
growth and urban developm ent continues unchecked, public lands become more like islands
o f semi-natural habitat, increasingly altered by the pressure, o f grow th that quickly surrounds
them (Zube, 1995). Indeed, many o f the issues public lands are dealing with rest upon what
is occurring outside their boundaries (Zube, 1995).
Federal public lands make up over 27 million acres (29 percent) o f M ontana
(Montana D N R C , 2005). Federal agencies in M ontana have been given the task o f protecting
the health and integrity o f these designated areas by maintaining the ecological com position,
structure, and function, which exist within the public lands. They m ust also deal w ith the
social and economic issues o f communities adjacent to these natural reserves. However, as
nearby developm ent expands, public managers are increasingly facing the very difficult
challenge o f maintaining native species and ecological processes in the face o f the conflicting
objectives o f the people w ho live and w ork in M ontana (Hansen et al, 2002).
In March o f 2005, an online survey was conducted to gain a better understanding o f
the m anagement issues that public land agency districts are dealing with in M ontana related
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to growth and land-use changes adjacent to their borders (See Appendix for full survey and
results). Forty-Five online surveys were sent to public land district managers th ro u g h o u t.
}

,

Montana. Twenty-two managers from the Forest Service, BLM, and the National Park
Service responded to the survey (Table 3). There were five main sets o f questions in the
survey as follows: 1) questions regarding growth and urban development; 2) the major
management issues and obstacles districts are dealing w ith because o f grow th and urban
developm ent adjacent to public lands; 3) growth policies and planning; 4) inform ation
sharing and collaboration with adjacent local jurisdictions; and, 5) possible solutions. The
main objective o f this section is to look at th o se' responses related to grow th and urban
development and its effects on public lands. Answers involving grow th policies, planning,
inform ation sharing, and possible solutions will be looked at in subsequent sections.

Table 3. D istricts That Participated In Survey
Beaverhead-Deerlodge N ational Forest
Dillon Ranger District
Wisdom Ranger District
Butte Ranger District
Jefferson Ranger District
Pintler Ranger District
Madison Ranger District

Lolo N ational Forest
Ninemile Ranger District
Superior Ranger District
Kootenai N ational Forest
Fortine Ranger District
Three Rivers Ranger District
Libby Ranger District

Gallatin N ational Forest
Gardiner Ranger District
Bozeman Ranger District
Hebgen Lake Ranger District

Bureau o f Land M anagem ent
Dillon Field Office
N ational Park Service
Yellowstone National Park

Lewis and Clark N ational Forest
Rocky Mountain Ranger District
Judith Ranger District
Musselshell Ranger District
Belt Creek Ranger District

Other
Montana

Flathead N ational Forest
Swan Lake Ranger District
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1. Growth and planning patterns
A ccording to responses, growth and urban developm ent seem to be occurring
adjacent to all public land districts that took part in this survey. Based on a fifteen-year time
frame, this growth has been occurring at a m oderate to rapid rate, in the form o f medium to
low density. M edium density refers to average lot sizes o f V2 to 1 acre, while low density
refers to lot sizes greater than or equal to two acres. D evelopm ent, according to participating
districts, seems to be scattered with no distinct order. It is occurring outside o f cities and
adjacent to public lands, with much o f the developm ent occurring in natural and wildlife
habitat. Respondents also com m ented that developm ent patterns designed to preserve open
space rarely occur (Table 4). The patterns and densities o f growth, that respondents
reported, reflect the same responses that other studies have identified as current planning
patterns found throughout M ontana (e.g., M SGC Biennial report, APA Smart G row th
Survey).

Table 4. D evelopm ent Patterns

Developm ent is concentrated in one area.
Scattered development with no distinct order
Development occurring primarily in natural
and wildlife habitat
Development pattern consisting o f
natural/wildlife habitat mixed with agricultural
and urban
M ost o f the development is occurring within
the cities
M ost o f the development is occurring outside
city limits
M ost o f the development is occurring direcdy
adjacent to the borders o f the public land
district.
D evelopment is structured to preserve open
space (i.e. wildlife corridors natural habitat
islands)

Occurring
the m ost
often
0
5 (23%)

Occurs
often

Is
occurring

Rarely
occurs

Is not
occurring

0
5 (23%)

10 (45%)
8 (36%)

6 (27%)
1 (5%)

2 (9%)
0

2 (9%)

8 (36%)

7 (32%)

2 (9%)

0

1 (5%)

6 (27%)

9 (41%)

3 (14%)

0

1 (5%)

0

4 (18%)

11 (50%)

2 (9%)

4 (18%)

12 (55%)

2 (9%)

0

1 (5%)

2 (9%)

8 (36%)

8 (36%)

2 (9%)

0

0

0

2 (9%)

12 (55%)

4 (18%)
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2. Management issues and obstacles on public lands
\

W hen it came to impacts on public lands, the majority o f respondents agreed that
population grow th and current developm ent are negatively affecting fire management,
wildlife management, wildlife biodiversity, wildlife habitat, watershed management, water
quality, recreational-use, and visual/scenic qualities (Table 5). These negative effects, caused
by adjacent growth and urban development, are creating a num ber o f m anagement issues
that the participating public land agency districts are currendy coping with. The five m ost
.prom inent, according to respondents, include: fire management, user access and recreation,
impacts to wildlife and habitat, issues regarding infrastructure on public lands, and multiple
landowners with diverse values. There were also a num ber o f issues that emerged once or
twice in the survey responses. These issues are found in Table 6.

Table 5. Effect o f D evelopm ent Patterns on M anagem ent Issues

Fire management
Wildlife management
Wildlife biodiversity
Wildlife and natural habitat
management
Wildlife habitat protection
Watershed management
Water quality
Recreational use
Air quality
Natural resource extraction
Visual and scenic qualities

Highly
Positive
0
0
0

Positive

N o effect

N egative

2 (9%)
0
0

1 (5%)
3 (14%)
7 (32%)

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
1 (5%)
0.
1 (5%)
0
1 (5%)
0

1 (5%).
4 (18%)
5 (23%)
6 (27%)
3 (14%)
14 (64%)
13 (59%)
5 (23%)

27

16.(73%)
11 (50%)

Highly
negative
5 (23%)
2(9% ) '
3 (14%)

D o not
know
0
0
0

18 (82%)
14 (64%)
9 (41%)
13 (59%)
13 (59%)
5 (23%)
4 (18%)
11 (50%)

2 (9%)
2 (9%)
4 (18%)
1 (5%)
4 (18%)
0
1 (5%)
5 (23%)

0
0
2 (9%)
1 (5%)
0
2 (9%)
2 (9%)
' 0

13(59%) '

Table 6. Other Growth and Urban D evelopm ent Issues
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

W ater quality issues: including increased pesticides and lawn fertilizers and septic tank leaks
into watersheds
Visual quality issues: development next to public lands visually impacts the naturalscenery
Affluent absentee land owners: large second homes adjacent to public lands
Land exchange requests
Lack o f surveyed boundaries along National Forest boundaries: confuses landowners, public
and agency in management o f local areas.
Homes built to close to darrtmed river: prevents periodic controlled release o f high flows to
clear out sediment and prom ote growth of riparian vegetation
Developers are purchasing lands adjacent to public land and selling off parcels large enough to
avoid subdivision requirements like the environmental assessment.

A. Fire management
The m ost predom inant public land agency issue related to urban growth, according
to respondents, is fire management. Survey participants stated that already high fuel loads on
public lands, along with increased adjacent development, has led to serious fire management
issues at the urban-wildland interface. O ne respondent com m ented that, “there is a need to
remove fuels within these areas, and an increased complexity w hen trying to treat fuels (i.e.,
prescribed fire).” The need to reduce and remove these fuels becomes m ore serious and
complex when there is a lack o f public acceptance to do prescribed burns near housing
developments. As one respondent p u t it, “ there is an intolerance for prescribed burning.”
However, fire issues and fuels reduction become more o f a problem w hen private
landowners, adjacent to public lands, increase fire risk on their own property by n ot
eliminating vegetation, n o t reducing fuel loads, n o t storing flammable material away from
structures, and building homes out o f undesirable and flammable material —w ood shingles
and cedar siding. O ne com m ent stated that, “there is a lack o f fuels reduction projects on
private land to protect structures,” while another participant expressed that people are,
“building houses out in the forest out o f undesirable materials; i.e., w ood shake shingles, and
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expecting the governm ent to protect their hom e at any cost” .
N o t only do many private landowners refuse to reduce fuels on their land and object
to strategies like prescribed burns on public lands, they expect the public land agency to
protect their hom e from wildfire at any cost. Unfortunately, many o f these public land
agencies do n o t have enough personnel or volunteers in place to be effective, and are
focusing m ore money on fire related issues instead o f on other im portant management
responsibilities. As one participant stated, “People expect the Forest Service to protect their
homes from wild fires. The Forest Service is n o t equipped to handle structure protection to
the extent that the many new hom e developers may call for” .

B. Use access and recreation
The second management issue facing public land agencies because o f adjacent
growth and urban development is access to and recreation on public lands. O ver the years,
there has been a decline o f access to users because o f increased developm ent and private
landownership adjacent to public lands. O ne manager expressed that “there has been a loss
o f public and administrative access across private lands that have been historic access. Gates
and ‘N o Trespassing’ signs go up. This creates problem s for the public w ho w ant to access
public lands behind the private lands for recreation. The Forest Service’s ability to manage
, its lands is reduced if we can’t get there.” A nother manager stated that because access was
being cut o ff by development, “the public was creating routes across private land to connect
to N F system trails,” causing conflicts between private landowners and public land users.
A nother respondent simply felt that, “access to public lands are being cut off,” because o f
the urban growth at the wildland-urban interface..
However, even with a loss o f access, many participating managers noted that there
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has been a dramatic increase in use o f public lands. The increase in recreational use has
placed enorm ous pressure on public land agencies. O ne manager stated that as m ore and
more roads are closed to access, recreation use will be concentrated in remaining open areas.
W ith an increase in m otorized recreation (ATVs and snowmobiles), recreational issues will
only become m ore difficult. “Increased A TV use creates new trails and erosion,” according
to several respondents. N o t only are new trails being form ed,.but a num ber o f managers also
stated that recreational use o f public lands by adjacent neighbors (e.g., horseback riding,
ATVs, and snowmobiles) is occurring illegally in areas that are n o t compatible for such use.
Increased recreational use has also created greater user conflicts, as well as conflicts between
public users and adjacent private landowners.

C. Impacts to wildlife and habitat
Im pacts to wildlife and habitat are the third m ost com m on issue raised by survey
respondents. Because private lands 'are often located in lowlands and along riparian
corridors, the same areas wildlife tend to use for migration and winter range, habitat
fragmentation and encroachm ent o f developm ent are frequent concerns o f many o f the
respondents, particularly with regard to large game animals. The loss o f hiding/therm al
cover for whitetail deer on private land has created a greater dem and to provide suitable
habitat on adjacent public lands, which is increasingly an issue for some managers. While
encroachm ent on winter range for big game wildlife, which creates smaller areas o f usable
range, are issues stated by. others. Primary wildlife corridors on private lands are being
chopped up, preventing wildlife from migrating to and from public lands. O ne manager
com m ented that, “fragmentation o f wildlife habitat along the Rocky Mtn. F ront is slowly
occurring along the N F boundary and east into the plains. Key corridors for travel and
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foraging need to be protected to preserve open landscapes on private land, to maintain
connection with foothills and m ontane habitat on N F lands, BLM, and state wildlife
refuges.”
However, wildlife has no regard for boundaries and often cross private land, making
them highly vulnerable. As one participant stated, “the increase o f hom es built in grizzly bear
habitat pose a threat to bears due to the presence o f attractants such as barbeque grills, dog
food, and garbage. W hen bears come to these attractants they get into conflicts with humans
and the bears ultimately lose (are killed).” The num ber o f roads being built to accommodate
growth is also posing numerous threats to wildlife, according to many respondents. Roads
fragment the landscape creating barriers to wildlife. There is an increase in wildlife-vehicle
collisions, and new roads “allow people into areas where wildlife was formerly safe and
unbothered.”
N o t only is wildlife habitat being affected by fragmentation, it is also heavily
impacted by exotic weeds. The introduction o f exotic and noxious weeds are increasingly
com m on along the urban-wildland interface, and are becoming more com m on due to urban
developm ent and increased recreation use. A num ber o f managers stated that invasive and
noxious weeds were becom ing a major issue. These noxious weeds spread steadily year by
year because they have few native insects o r diseases to control their growth, and because
they can out com pete native plants in many areas, often overwhelming them. Issues include:
the destruction o f native wildlife habitat, lowered foraging use, expensive treatments, and
that weed m anagem ent requires a lot o f resources.

D. Infrastructure on public lands
Issues regarding infrastructure on public lands is the fourth m ost com m on response.
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Many o f the participants expressed that there has been a rise in the requests for permits to
access private lands from public lands. O ne respondent stated, “there is an increase in
requests for access across the N ational Forest to reach private lands. In many cases private
land owners begin to use the N ational Forest w ithout even asking and then resist removing
unauthorized trespass.” These requests for access to private lands create a num ber o f
problem s for public land agencies. Problem s that managers are facing include: Forest Service
system roads built primarily for logging, are now being used for residential access, which
they were n o t designed or built for, “the need to plow snow on forest roads,” and requests
to maintain access roads to a higher standard for personal use to a private residence.
. The increase in developm ent has also amplified the am ount o f infrastructure (e.g.,
fences, waterlmes, power lines, and trespass development) being placed on public lands.
“Requests for placement o f amenities on public lands, like mailboxes, driveways, power
lines,” are also becoming m ore frequent, according to a num ber o f respondents. So too have
the requests for right-of-ways across public lands for roads and utilities. O ne manager
m entioned that processing the requests for these types o f infrastructure are very difficult
because o f limited resources to do the environm ental analysis and perm it authorization.

E. Increase o f landowners and different values
The fifth issue involves an increase o f landowners and values. W ith a greater num ber
o f landowners near public lands, comes a greater need to involve m ore people in decision
making processes in order to achieve consensus. The m ore individuals, the m ore opinions
expressed on how public lands should be managed. Many managers stated that the, increase
o f landowners and the variety o f different values regarding public lands is making
m anagement o f those lands very difficult. Adjacent landowners are often intolerant o f fire
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management practices including prescribed burns. N ew residents are also often more
intolerant o f uses such as livestock grazing, timber harvest, and minerals developm ent on
public lands. Furtherm ore, new development near public lands makes it increasingly difficult
for the managing agency to acquire land to consolidate its holdings spatially.

\

ECOLOGICAL PRINCIPLES AND THEIR POTENTIAL ROLE
IN LAND USE PLANNING
Planning W ith an Ecological Perspective
Increasing growth, changes in socioeconomic perspectives, and negative im pacts on
natural ecosystem services and public lands are all good reasons to consider incorporating
ecological principles into land use planning. But, w hat are these principles and how have
they been used? There are numerous ecological based approaches to planning. The following
highlights two such approaches, ecosystem m anagem ent and green infrastructure, and the
ecological principles and strategies that they incorporate in order to be successful.

Public Lands and Ecosystem Management
D uring the 1990’s, natural resource and public land m anagement in the United States
w ent through a major change in philosophy and direction (Meffe et al, 2002). These
advances in land management evolved from a series o f events, legislative actions, judicial
reviews, and understandings and expressed values provided over time by natural resource
managers and the scientific community. Change in public land m anagement also developed
from widespread public com ment, failing rural economies, and concerns over the long-term
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health and viability o f the environm ent and the ability to supply desired goods and services
from public lands (Szaro et al, 1998; C ortner and M oote, 1999; Meffe et al, 2002). In other
words, traditional m ethods o f natural resource m anagem ent (i.e., natural resource extraction,
top dow n approach, governm ent mandated, expert driven, equilibrium perspective) were
failing to keep up with population grow th and resource dem and, while sustaining desired
levels o f environm ental quality (Silver and DeFries, 1990; Szaro et al, 1998; Malone, 2000;
Meffe et al, 2002). N o t only would these traditional approaches result in further losses o f
biodiversity and ecosystem sustainability if continued, but they were also being m et with
public resistance and resentm ent (Grumbine, 1992; Szaro et al, 1998; Meffe et al, 2002).
W hat emerged were new ideas and advancements that recognized the im portance o f
considering large natural systems, ecosystem sustainability, cross boundary m anagement
issues, and collaboration am ong all stakeholders. These advancements in public land
m anagement evolved into w hat has been term ed today as Ecosystem M anagement (Cortner
and M oote, 1999; Meffe et al 2002).

1. Ecosystem management definition
Ecosystem m anagement can be defined in a variety o f ways. A t its simplest, it is an
approach to m anagement that considers the ecological, socioeconomic, and institutional
i

perspectives in the search for solutions acceptable to all (Meffe et al, 2002). In its m ore
complex form, ecosystem m anagem ent is an approach to maintaining or restoring the
com position, structure, and function o f natural and modified ecosystems with the goal o f
long-term sustainability. It is flexible and adaptable, recognizing the fundamentally dynamic
and non-equilibrium nature o f ecosystems and acknowledging the natural processes essential
to their resiliency. Ecosystem management is a holistic view centered on a collaboratively
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developed vision o f desired future conditions within a geographic framework defined
primarily by natural ecological boundaries (Meffe et al, 2002). It emphasizes integration
across various spatial, biological, and temporal scales, as well as the assimilation o f scientific
knowledge o f ecological relationships within a sociopolitical and value based structure, with
the goal o f protecting the integrity o f ecosystems over the long term (Grumbine, 1994).

2. Ecosystem management principles
As varying as the above definitions may be, however, there are several com m on
principles that run through all o f them. These include: socially defined goals and objectives,
holistic integrated science, adaptable institutions, and collaborative decision-making. These
principles, as well as the many others that define this approach, are found in Table 7
(Cortner and M oote, 1999; Meffe et al, 2002). They reflect the overall goal o f ecosystem
m anagement —ecological and socioeconomic sustainability (Cortner and M oote, 1999).

T ab le 7. P rinciples an d Strategic Steps o f E co sy stem M an ag em en t
Principles
Steps o f Management
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.

Sustainability both socioeconomic & environmental
Expanded spatial & temporal scales
Managed in the context o f natural boundaries
Balance between commodities, amenities, &
ecological integrity
Integration o f ecological, socioeconomic &
institutional
Non-equilibrium perspective; dynamics & resiliency
Socially defined goals & objectives
Holistic integrated science
Adaptive & flexible institutions
Collaboration among stakeholders
Consensus building; multiple issues & partnerships
Multi-jurisdictional cooperation
Focus on ecological structure, composition, &
function; biodiversity

1.

Inventory o f resources .'

2.

Strategy

3.

Implementation

4.

Monitoring
•
Evaluation

5.

(Cortner and Moote, 1999; Malone, 2000; Meffe et al, 2002)
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3. Strategic steps to ecosystem management
Table 7 also identifies the strategic approaches to ecosystem management. While
.these steps are n o t set in stone and vary am ong agencies, they do provide a basic m odel on
how to incorporate the principles o f ecosystem management and w ork on an ecosystem
level. T h e’ first step involves making an inventory and collecting data on the system under
consideration. This involves assessing ecological, socioeconomic, and institutional conditions
(Meffe et al, 2002). Developing a strategy is the second step in this process. U nder this step,
socially defined goals and objectives are created, plans and strategies for working multijurisdictionally are designed, and policies that can be used to achieve the desired goals and
objectives are established. This step helps to focus priorities and sets a direction for where
m anagement should go (Meffe et al, 2002). The third step is implementation. This is where
projects and plans are designed with allocations o f time, funds, and other resources (Meffe et
al, 2002). The last two steps involve m onitoring and evaluation. M onitoring involves
examining the project or plan to determine if the outcom e is what was expected. The
evaluation step determines if the project or plan meets the goals and objectives that were
established (Meffe et al, 2002).

4. Development of a national policy
In 1993, an attem pt to develop a uniform federal policy on ecosystem m anagement
arose from the W hite H ouse’s National Perform ance Review (Szaro et al, 1998; Malone,
/

2000). It called for all federal agencies to ensure sustainable ecosystems and encourage
sustainable econom ic developm ent through ecosystem management (Stein and Gelburd,
1998; Szaro et al, 1998). Following this action, the White H ouse Office o f Environm ental
Policy established the Interagency Ecosystem M anagem ent Task Force which issued a report
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entitled “The Ecosystem Approach: Healthy Ecosystems and Sustainable Econom ies”
(IEM TF, 1995; Malone, 2000). Between 1992 and 1997, eighteen federal agencies adopted,
to some degree, many o f the core principles o f ecosystem management into their own
management policies (Malone, 2000; Yaffee, 2002).

Green Infrastructure
Ecosystem m anagem ent is an approach to deal mainly with public lands that have
limited development, and it does n o t direct land use practices and policies on private lands
(Szaro et al, 1998). G reen infrastructure, on the other hand, is an approach that evolved to
manage and protect ecological systems on private lands and in urban centers. It was
developed to address the ecological, economic, and social impacts o f sprawl and the
accelerated consum ption and fragmentation o f critical wildlife habitat and open land
(Benedict and M chahon, 2002; The Conservation Fund, 2005).
T he shift to this systematic green infrastructure approach came about for a num ber
o f different reasons. First, there was an increasing recognition o f the problem s associated
with urban sprawl and landscape fragmentation including: loss o f biodiversity, disruption o f
ecological processes, a loss o f vital ecological services, increased public and private costs o f
providing services to sprawling development, a decreased sense o f community, and the loss
o f a connection with nature (The Conservation Fund, 2005). T he second reason for a shift
to green infrastructure involved federal w ater quality mandates. A third reason involved
endangered species protection, especially the im portance o f habitat conservation plans that
protect multiple species and link isolated preserves (Benedict and M chahon, 2002). An
increase in the marketability and resale value o f homes near protected green space is another
reason, as is urban revitalization, emphasizing the value o f natural areas within the city
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(Benedict and M chahon, 2002). Smart grow th policies and developm ent practices designed
to prom ote environmental, social, and economic sustainability also contributed to the
evolution o f this approach (Benedict and M chahon, 2002). And, lasdy, green infrastructure
came about because conventional conservation initiatives tended to be reactive n o t
proactive, piecemeal, single scale, haphazard, and focused on conserving individual pieces o f
land (The Conservation Fund, 2005).

1. Definition of green infrastructure
Green infrastructure is defined as an interconnected netw ork o f greenspace that
conserves ecological values and functions and provides associated benefits to human
populations (Benedict and M chahon, 2002). It encompasses a wide range o f landscape
elements including: public and private conservation lands (e.g., nature preserves, wildlife
corridors, parks, and greenways); natural areas (e.g., wetlands, waterways, forests, and wildlife
habitat); and public and private working lands o f conservation value (e.g., ranches and farms)
(The Conservation Fund, 2005). All o f these landscape com ponents can potentially support
native species, maintain natural ecological processes, sustain air and water resources, and
contribute to the quality o f life o f communities and people (Benedict and M chahon, 2002;
Walmsley, 2005).
Unlike

conventional conservation

approaches, green

infrastructure

looks

at

ecological values and actions in unison with land developm ent and grow th management
(Benedict and M chahon, 2002). The green infrastructure framework lifts ecological systems
and their com ponents to an equal footing with built infrastructure (e.g., roads, sewer
systems, schools, and hospitals), considering these natural systems and open spaces a vital
part o f a com munity (The Conservation Fund, 2005). Overall, green infrastructure is an
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ecological framework for environmental, social, and ^economic sustainability (Walmsley,
'2005).

2. Principles and strategic steps of green infrastructure
Benedict and M achahon (2002) and The Conservation Fund (2005) have detailed a
num ber o f principles and strategic steps that define green infrastructure and are presented
below in Table 8.

Table 8. Principles and Strategic Steps o f Green Infrastructure
Principles
'
Strategic Steps

1.

Proactive
Environmental & socioeconomic
sustainability
3. Systematic
4. Holistic approach to planning
5. Multi-jurisdictional cooperation
6. Planning done at multiple scales
7. Collaboration with diverse people &
organizations
8. Linkage between natural areas
9. G round in sound science & land-use planning
theories
10. Focus on ecological structure, composition,
and function; biodiversity
11. Integration o f ecological, socioeconomic, and
institutional
12. Green space as a community infrastructure

1.

Design Holistically

2.

Plan comprehensively

3.

Lay out strategically

4.

Plan and implement publicly

5.

Ground in the principles and practices
o f diverse professions

6.

Fund up-front

7.

Be a framework for conservation

2.

(Benedict and Mchahon, 2002; The Conservation Fund, 2005)

Unlike the steps in ecosystem management, green infrastructure does n o t have to be
accomplished in any particular order. O ne step is to plan holistically. This means working to
link diverse green space and ecological areas along with their elements into a system that
function as a whole, rather than separate, unrelated parts. A nother phase involves planning
comprehensively, meaning green space systems need to be planned broadly to provide
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ecological functions, social values, and economic benefits (The Conservation Fund, 2005).
Making sure green space and natural systems are strategically laid out to cross multiple
jurisdictions and incorporated at each level o f governm ent serves as one more strategy, as
does planning and im plem enting with involvement o f the public, stakeholders, organizations
and agencies (Benedict and M chahon, 2002). A nother step involves planning and design
based around sound science and building on the knowledge o f disciplines like landscape
ecology, urban planning, and landscape architecture (The Conservation Fund, 2005). The last
two steps require that green infrastructure be funded up front along with all other essential
services, and that green infrastructure be the basis for a conservation" framework to be used
in considering the type and location o f different land uses and the conservation o f particular
green space and natural areas (Walmsley, 2005; The Conservation Fund, 2005).

Summary of Ideological Principles
These two approaches differ in that ecosystem m anagem ent focuses on public lands,
while green infrastructure is geared m ore towards private land and urban centers. However,
while each present potential ways that ecological principles can be im plem ented into
planning, both ecosystem m anagem ent and green infrastructure share a num ber o f com m on
principles and themes. It is these principles that will be prom oted as the basis for a better
alternative approach to local land use planning in M ontana, and a way fpr local jurisdictions
to contribute to the protection and m anagement o f im portant ecological systems found
throughout the state.
F or instance, collaboration with diverse people and empowerment o f people should be a key
principle in land use planning. For plans to be successful, approaches m ust be designed and
im plem ented involving public input. Plans m ust incorporate the needs and issues o f citizens,
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private landowners, and com m unity organizations (The Conservation Fund, 2005). Through
em powerm ent, people feel they have a say in land use planning decisions and are a
participant in the developm ent o f their community and the protection o f associated
ecological systems (Elm endorf and Luloff, 1999).
Expanded spatial and temporal scales and multi-jurisdictional cooperation are also im portant

principles that should be im plem ented into land use planning. Taking a m ore holistic view
that incorporates the larger spatial context and focusing on ecological rather than
jurisdictional boundaries to address multiple species and entire natural systems are
fundamental elements o f ecological protection (Meffe et al, 2002). Administrative lines
draw n on a map do n o t capture true ecological complexity, and decisions made in one
jurisdiction affect other jurisdictions in a num ber o f ways (Meffe et al, 2002). Coordination
and alliances should be form ed with adjacent agencies, cities, and counties, which may
include data sharing, planning, im plem entation, and monitoring.
Ecological integrity focusing on ecological structure, composition, andfunction should also be part

o f an alternative approach to land use planning. In order to sustain ecological systems for the
long term, planning needs to maintain or restore the biodiversity o f natural and modified
ecosystems. Com position is “w hat is there”, structure is “how it is distributed in space and
tim e”, and function is “w hat it does” (Meffe et al, 2002). This concept along with holistic, '
integrated science, which prom otes research perform ed at all levels o f organization from

ecological sciences, planning theories, to cross , sections o f physical and social sciences, can
be very valuable for local governm ents in the protection and m anagem ent o f ecological
systems. These are a few examples o f principles that should serve as the basis for a planning
framework centered on ecological protection. O ther im portant principles that should be
incorporated are found in Table 9.
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Table 9. Important E cological Principles to Consider
Environm ental and econom ic sustainability: Commitment to protect, restore, and manage
environmental and economic perspectives to remain viable and productive indefinitely (Elm endorf and
Luloff, 1999)
Expanded spatial and temporal scales. E cological rather than jurisdictional boundaries: Taking a
more holistic view that incorporates the larger spatial context and much larger time frames. Addressing
multiple species and entire ecological systems. Looking beyond political boundaries to consider entire
natural landscapes (Meffe et al, 2002).
Integration o f ecological, social, econom ic, and institutional: Considering all four perspectives and
blending them in the search o f solutions acceptable to all (Meffe et al, 2002).
D ata collection and monitoring: In order to understand where a community is and where it should go. It
involves assessing ecological, socioeconomic, and institutional conditions to acknowledge the complete
community picture. Monitoring involves examining the plan to determine if the outcome is what was
expected. The evaluation step determines if the plan meets the goals and objectives that were established
E cological integrity. A focus on ecological structure, com position, and function: In order to sustain
ecological systems for the long term, planning needs to maintain or restore the composition, structure,
and function (biodiversity) o f natural and modified ecosystems. Composition is “what is there”,
structure is “how it is distributed in space and time”, and function is “what it does” (Meffe et al, 2002).
Diversity and connectivity: A variety o f living organisms considered at all levels o f organization and
increased inclusiveness. Connectivity refers to networks o f viable natural systems and interconnecting
habitats as well as cooperating partnerships (Elmendorf and Luloff, 1999).
Collaboration with diverse people and em powerm ent o f people: To be successful, approaches must be
planned and implemented involving public input and incorporating the wants, needs, and issues o f
citizens, private landowners, and community organizations (The Conservation Fund, 2005).
M ulti-jurisdictional cooperation: Administrative lines drawn on a map do not capture true ecological
complexity, and decisions made in one jurisdiction affect other jurisdictions in many ways (Meffe et al,
2002). Coordination and alliances should be formed with adjacent agencies, cities, and counties. This
may include data sharing, planning, implementation, and monitoring.
H olistic, integrated science: Science takes a broad perspective, recognizing the interconnectedness o f
ecosystem variables across large spatial and temporal ranges. Promotes research performed at all levels
o f organization from ecological sciences, planning theories, to cross sections o f physical and social
sciences. Scientists, managers, and planners from several different disciplines need to coordinate and
work together to understand all o f the factors influencing, and influenced by, component parts and
functions o f an ecosystem (Cortner and Moote, 1999)
Socially defined goals and objectives: Simply put, society defines the goals and objectives. Planning will
depend on what society wants from a specific ecological system (Cortner and Moote, 1999)

Land Use Planning T hat Incorporates Ecological Principles: Case Studies
In order to examine how feasible it is to im plem ent many o f these ecological
principles into land use planning, three case studies are presented below. The first study will
look at the State o f Florida and its incorporation o f a statewide growth and ecosystem based
management plan that all local governments m ust adhere to. The next two studies will look
at county-level planning. T he first o f these two will examine Riverside County in Southern
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California and how they have integrated habitat and wildlife conservation into their county
comprehensive plan. The second study will report on Pima County in Arizona and their
conservation approaches to planning. It should be noted, however, that these case studies
are not m eant to necessarily dictate what guidelines M ontana and its local governments
should implement. All land use planning situations are different. In these three case studies,
the loss o f critical habitat and the Endangered Species A ct drove much o f the planning that
took place. The point o f this section is merely to represent the myriad o f approaches local
governments have incorporated when attem pting to manage growth, protect ecological
systems, and maintain their social and economic structure.

The State of Florida
Florida contains some o f the m ost biologically diverse and valued ecosystems in the
United States. Critical, unique, and fragile environments, like the Everglades and the Big
Cypress Swamp, are found in the state. In addition, Florida is hom e to some o f the last
remaining plant species, panther populations, and coastal habitats in the Eastern United
States (Brody, 2004). However, rapid grow th in the state and the dramatic decline o f these
ecosystems, due to

urban

development and the

agricultural industry, led to

the

Environm ental Land and W ater M anagem ent A ct in 1972 (Cullingworth and Caves, 2003).
T he Environm ental Land and W ater M anagement A ct provided for the designation
of areas o f critical state concern, as well as special measures for dealing with developments
o f regional im pact (Cullingworth and Caves, 2003). Areas o f critical state concern are
recom m ended by the Florida state-planning agency. Four areas have been designated,
including the Big Cypress Swamp Area, the G reen Swamp, the City o f Key W est - Florida
Keys, and the City o f Apalachicola (Cullingworth and Caves, 2003). However, while the

43

Florida Land and W ater M anagement A ct made an attem pt at linking environm ental
protection with land use planning, it was often ineffective. This was mainly because few local
governm ents had a strong environmental protection com ponent in their plan —that is if they
had a com prehensive plan (Arline, 1999).
T he State o f Florida recognized that state level ecosystem

approaches

to

management were im portant to the sustainability and integrity o f these ecological systems.
So, in 1985, the state overhauled its planning system at the state, regional, and local levels
(Cullingworth and Caves, 2003). This transform ation took a top dow n approach to planning.
A hierarchy o f plans first featured a com prehensive state plan.TJnder this com prehensive
plan, the state adopted twenty-five goals and policies ranging from education to economy,
health to natural resources, and a variety o f other topics. The Florida land use goal states:
“In recognition o f the im portance o f preserving the natural resources and enhancing the
quality o f life o f the state, development shall be directed to those areas which have in place,
or have agreements to provide, the land and w ater resources, fiscal abilities, and the service
capacity to accom m odate growth in an environmentally acceptable m anner” (Cullingworth
and Caves, 2003). Plans o f state agencies, regions, and local jurisdictions are then required to
be consistent with the goals and policies o f the state comprehensive plan.
U nder

the

1985

Local

G overnm ent

Comprehensive

Planning

and

Land

D evelopm ent Act, the State o f Florida also mandated all municipalities and counties prepare,
adopt, im plem ent, and follow a com prehensive plan. It also required that local plans be
consistent with the goals o f the state plan (Arline, 1999; Brody, 2004). A n administrative
rule, applied by the D epartm ent o f Community Affairs, establishes minimum criteria for the
content o f the com prehensive plan and prescribes m ethods local, governm ents m ust use in
preparing and submitting plans. To ensure that local governm ents actually adopt a plan that
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meets these minimum criteria, the D epartm ent reviews plans and plan am endm ents, which
cannot becom e legally effective until the plan is found to be “in compliance” with state law
(Arline, 1999).
A stated purpose o f the Local G overnm ent Comprehensive Planning and Land
D evelopm ent

A ct

is

comprehensive plans

to

“protect

environm ental

are required to look beyond

resources.”

Therefore,

all

local

jurisdictional boundaries, drive

collaboration efforts with other jurisdictions or organizations, and contain policies that seek
to

protect

critical

habitats

encom passed

in

broader

ecosystems

(Brody,

2004).

Comprehensive plans are mandated to have a conservation section. This section is required
to contain goals, objectives, and policies for the conservation, use, and protection o f natural
resources in the area and their natural functions. Natural resources include: air quality, water,
and water recharge areas, wetlands, water wells, estuarine marshes, rivers, bays, lakes,
harbors, shores, floodplains, fisheries, beaches, marine habitat, forests, wildlife, soils,
minerals, and other natural and environmental resources (Arline, 1999). T he D epartm ent o f
Community Affairs furthered the requirem ent that local comprehensive plans protect
environmental resources by challenging local governm ents that fail to comply with the
minimum criteria (Arline,. 1999).

(

In 1993 the state w ent even further by establishing a framework for ecosystem
management to ensure a level o f consistency in the way the concept is understood and
carried o u t 1(Brody, 2003). Florida’s D epartm ent o f Environm ental Protection (DEP)
recognized that traditional methods

to m anagem ent could n o t sufficiently protect

biodiversity. This led to the reorganization o f the state’s environmental program s around an
ecosystem approach to management, which is now term ed regional watershed m anagem ent
(Malone,

2000).

U nder

this

approach,

m anagem ent
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moved

toward

an

integrated

understanding o f problem s and solutions based on natural boundaries rather than defined
jurisdictional borders. Local Florida communities seeking to protect broader ecological
systems now have a model on which to base their.specific program s (Brody, 2003).
Overall, Florida has one o f the nation’s m ost com prehensive land use and
environmental regulatory programs. Some 467 counties and municipalities have adopted
plans determ ined to be in compliance with state law (Cullingworth and Caves, 2003). It has
obligated local governm ents to inventory their own local environm ental resources and
forced them to plan for the future based on projected population growth (Arline, 1999).
County and city concurrency with state legislation has also made im plem entation o f these
plans m ore feasible and helped deal with many o f the costs o f urban sprawl (Cullingworth
and Caves, 2003).

Riverside County
Riverside County is one o f five counties planning under the Natural Community
Conservation Planning (NCCP) program in Southern California. The N CCP is a pilot
project, which attem pts to create a conservation program for the entire range o f an
endangered ecosystem —the coastal sage scrub —and all o f the species that inhabit it. This is
done by emphasizing protection, restoration, and m anagement o f large blocks o f contiguous
habitat, often in trade for developing highly fragmented areas. These main reserves are then
connected together through a system o f secondary habitat reserves and less dense land uses
(O ’Connell, 2002). The N CC P planning area covers 6,000 square miles, and is expected to
result in m ore than 300,000 acres o f large habitat blocks preserved under perm anent
conservation management (O ’Connell and Johnson, 2005).
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In

collaboration with N CCP, Riverside County is designing a multi-topic

comprehensive plan. This Plan will delineate how to set aside wildlife habitat for
conservation, while accom m odating a doubling o f the county’s population from 1.5 million
to 3 million people, and addressing the county’s infrastructure needs. T he comprehensive
plan is called the Riverside County Integrated Project (RCIP). The goal o f the
comprehensive plan is to shape growth patterns around habitat conservation and “to create a
high-quality, balanced and sustainable environm ent for the citizens o f Riverside County and
make Riverside County’s communities great places to live, w ork and play” (Cohn and
Lerner, 2003).
O ne part o f this Riverside County comprehensive plan includes a multi-species
habitat conservation plan for western Riverside County (MSHCP). The M SHCP is a
comprehensive, multi-jurisdictional effort that covers a 1.26 million-acre area in western
Riverside County, from west o f the San Jacinto M ountains to the O range County border.
The plan’s goals and objectives are to protect high profile species like the Stephen’s
Kangaroo Rat and the Quino Checkerspot butterfly, as well as over 146 other species (Cohn
and Lerner, 2003). Goals also include conserving 510,000 acres, which consists o f 15 habitat
types, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, vernal pools, playas, forest, woodlands, and
native and non-native grasslands (Cohn and Lerner, 2003). The tools and strategies o f the
plan include working with public land agencies, such as U.S fish and Wildlife, the BLM, and
California D epartm ent o f Fish and Game, to create the 510,000 acre reserve system using
376,000 acres o f existing public lands, and working with private land owners to secure the
other 153,000 acres o f private land for protection. Tools used to acquire and secure private
land will include funds from im pact fees, mitigation for roads and other buildings, with state,
federal, and local appropriations, or through areas set aside as part o f development projects
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(Cohn and Lerner, 2003). Land for the reserve system will be acquired over the next 25 years
and purchased only from owners willing to sell their property (Smith, 2004).
The multi-species habitat conservation plan works with all 14 cities in w estern
Riverside County, helping them to adopt conservation goals and objectives that can be
integrated in to .th e county’s conservation plan. Collaboration with environm ental groups,
business leaders, cities, and property owners, as well as regulatory agencies such as the U.S
Fish and Wildlife Service, the BLM, California D epartm ent of Transportation, California
D epartm ent o f Parks and Recreation, Riverside County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District, and many other groups and agencies was done- throughout the entire
com prehensive planning process and is, still being done as im plem entation takes place
(Smith, 2004). This type o f collaboration, and the plan that has been created, is beneficial to
agencies like the U.S fish and Wildlife Service w ho are often stretched to the brink reviewing
every project potentially affecting listed species, working to protect wildlife habitat, and
trying to enforce Endangered Species A ct prohibitions (O ’Connell and Johnson, 2005).
Besides the multi-species habitat conservation section, the Riverside Integrated
Project comprehensive plan also includes -updates for the unincorporated portion o f the
county, which includes land use, circulation, housing and open space. The com prehensive
plan also contains incentive programs to im prove transit alternatives and prom ote mixed-use
center development. Future transportation corridors in the western part o f the county, along
with the environmental docum entation needed to determine where advance reservation o f
developm ent rights for those corridors should be, are identified in the com prehensive plan,
as well as regional watershed m anagem ent and w ater quality issues (Cohn and Lerner, 2003).
Overall, Riverside County has attem pted to conserve natural habitat and im portant
ecological areas in perpetuity. By integrating ecological principles, like collaboration am ong
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stakeholders and multi-jurisdictional cooperation, Riverside County is forging the. way for a
new type o f planning. Planning, that prom otes natural systems and integrates the ecological
into the socioeconomic and institutional perspectives o f that County. True there are some
downfalls. In all planning there will be strategies that do n o t w ork and people who do not
agree. O ne o f Riverside County’s strengths, however, is their attem pt to be adaptive and
flexible in light o f changing situations and development trends. The trick for them is trying
to maintain the course o f conservation in the presence o f so m uch population growth
pressure (O ’Connell and Johnson, 2005).

Pima County
Pima County, Arizona has also been implementing ecological principles into land use
planning throughout their county. For several decades, Pima County has undergone rapid
population expansion. Fearful that the natural resources found in the county would be lost,
the county created the Sonoran D esert Conservation Plan. T he plan was initiated in 1998 in
order to conserve a num ber o f rare species, like the endangered Cactus Ferruginous Pygmy
Owl. Since that time, the county has expanded the plan significantly (Cohn and Lerner,
2Q03). The current Sonoran D esert Conservation Plan covers a 5.9 million-acre portion o f
the Sonoran desert ecosystem in Pima County, with the purpose o f “ensuring the long-term
survival o f plants, animals, and biological communities that are indigenous to this county”
(Pima County, 2005). The plan integrates natural resource protection and land-use planning
activities into one plan.
There are six main elements that are focused on in the plan. They include: critical
habitat, biological corridors, riparian protection and restoration, historical and cultural
preservation, m ountain parks, and ranch land conservation (Pima County, 2005). Mindful o f

49

the correlation between growth and the destruction/degradation o f ecological systems, the
plan gives high priority to protecting these natural systems and their ecological processes.
The plan attem pts to direct growth to areas with the least natural, historic, and cultural
values (Pima County, 2005).
The

planning process

has included

broad participation

by many agencies,

organizations, and interested citizens. Public participation has involved over 400 public
meetings, various com m ent periods, a series o f educational sessions and w orkshops,
meetings o f multiple advisory and technical teams, and a citizens’ steering com m ittee o f over
80 members that have met since March o f 1999. M ore than 150 scientists have also
contributed their expertise (Prima County, 2005). Local municipalities and state and federal
agencies have participated in meetings, on various committees, and as m em bers o f the
G overnm ent W orking

Group.

The

G overnm ent W orking

G roup

functions

as

a

collaborative interagency partnership with Pima County to support and make suggestions
regarding successful im plem entation o f the Sonoran D esert Conservation Plan (Pima
County, 2005).
In D ecem ber 2001, Pima County updated its comprehensive land use plan to
incorporate the Sonoran D esert Conservation Plan, which had been recognized as a
successful strategy for identifying and protecting key natural systems throughout the county
(Cohn and Lerner, 2003)'. The Conservation plan strategy for natural and cultural resource
protection was used to guide the environmental protection section o f the county
com prehensive plan (Cohn and Lerner, 2003). The section now consists o f a Conservation
Land Use System that categorizes future land use in all o f the county’s unincorporated lands.
Land categories include: biological core m anagem ent areas, scientific research m anagem ent
areas, im portant riparian areas, multiple use m anagem ent areas, recovery m anagem ent areas,
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agriculture within recovery m anagement areas, and critical landscape connections (Cohn and
Lerner, 2003).
There have also been a num ber o f policies, stem m ing from the Sonoran Plan, which
have been adopted, and incorporated into the county’s urban environm ent regarding grow th
areas and urban design. They include: buffer overlay zones around biological preserves,
riparian

habitat mitigation,

native

plant

protection,

hillside

developm ent

policies,

conservation subdivisions, big box store limitations, hom e design standards, mixed use
development,

transit

oriented

developm ent

to

prom ote

the

neighborhood

unit,

infrastructure service area boundaries, and w ater conservation (Cohn and Lerner, 2005). The
Sonoran plan has helped the county acquire and protect substantial ranch, parklands, and
riparian areas, and the research and inventory work o f the Sonoran Conservation Plan
generated the scientific and historical justification for two new Bureau o f Land M anagem ent
areas: T he Ironw ood N ational M onum ent and Las Cienegas National Conservation Area.
As in the' case o f Riverside County and the State o f Florida reviewed above, Pima
County is working to consider ecological systems in its land use planning and community
developm ent strategies. These three case studies have shown that taking an ecological
approach to planning can prom ote the sustainability o f im portant ecosystems and local
communities through the integration if science, effective collaboration, and public approval.

Benefits o f Incorporating Ecological Principles In to Land Use Planning
The previous sections have addressed ecological approaches to planning and how
im portant principles can be im plem ented into the planning framework. This section will
look at the numerous benefits that can come from incorporating ecological principles into
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local land use planning. These include ecological benefits, planning benefits, economic
benefits, and social benefits.

."Ecological Benefits
Im plem enting ecological principles into local land use planning provides a strategy to
help protect the ecological systems in which a community exists and depends on, by working
to maintain ecological integrity in hum an dominated landscapes (Smith, 1993). The
identification and preservation o f im portant ecological areas, along with the corridors that
connect and make these critical areas m ore functional, helps to conserve wildlife habitat and
decreases the impacts o f habitat fragmentation. This in turn helps protect plant and wildlife
species, biodiversity, and species health and fitness (Mazzotti and M orgenstern, 1997;
E lm endorf and Luloff, 1999; Cohn and Lerner, 2003). Im plem enting ecological approaches
and principles to planning protects vital ecological services which provide clean air,
im proved water quality, sustained w ater storage and aquifer recharge, flood attenuation, and
better fish habitat and wild life habitat (Mazzotti and M orgenstern, 1997; The Conservation
Fund, 2005). It also identifies opportunities for the restoration and enhancem ent o f naturally
functioning systems in urban areas (Benedict and M chahon, 2002).

'Planning Benefits
The adoption o f ecological principles in planning provides a framework for
integrating diverse natural resource and growth management activities in a holistic way
(Benedict and M chahon, 2002). It incorporates the ecological with the socioeconomic and
institutional elements that already exist in the land use planning framework. It provides
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communities with a unifying vision for present and future growth and can help direct grow th
and control urban sprawl (Benedict and M chahon, 2002). It creates continuity and logical
structure that enables communities to establish a system that is greater than the sum o f its
parts, and affords communities and developers with some predictability and certainty in
planning (Benedict and M chahon, 2002; Cohn and Lerner, 2003).

Planners are provided

with a structure for natural systems associated with hum an settlements, which helps
organize, streamline and inform the process through which local governm ents evaluate and
set priorities for sites under consideration for conservation, restoration, and residential or
commercial developm ent (Cohn and Lerner, 2003). This ensures that both green space and
developm ent are placed where they are m ost appropriate, are planned cooperatively, and
allows for vital ecological areas to be identified prior to developm ent (Elm endorf and Luloff,
1999; Benedict and M chahon, 2002).
Benefits to planning also include m onetary savings. By identifying areas such as
floodplains and steep slopes and restricting developm ent in such areas, the public incurs
fewer costs from natural disasters (Berke et al, 1996). Im plem enting ecological approaches
and principles decreases the cost o f public infrastructure and public services and is often
m ore cost effective than conventional public works projects. For instance, purchasing and
protecting watershed land can be far less expensive then building a new w ater filtration and
treatm ent plant (The Conservation Fund, 2005). Also, because o f increasing land values and
com petition

for

land

purchase,

planning

for

critical

wildlife

habitat

protection,

im plem entation o f riparian buffers, or designated open space early on in com m unity
developm ent prevents many o f the complexities and costs o f later efforts (Elm endorf and
Luloff, 1999; E Q C , 1999).
Because this type o f planning approach works across jurisdictional boundaries, it can
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help relieve tensions between local governments or with public land agencies, prom ote
planning at a landscape scale, and help make acquisition o f land for conservation strategic
rather than haphazard. Im plem enting ecological approaches and principles into local land
use planning is also useful for public land agencies. A ccording to the M ontana public lands
agency survey (2005), when ecological principles are integrated into local planning,
environm ental protection, ecological planning, multi-jurisdictional coordination, and public
collaboration becom e com monly im plemented, potentially making public land m anagement
more successful and easier to accomplish. Communities that plan at a landscape scale can
also provide the context for a broad range o f inform ation about the area o f concern (Cohn
and Lerner, 2003). This is helpful to governm ent agencies, public officials, land managers,
and conservationists as they seek to im prove the effectiveness o f conservation projects,
evaluate proposed developments, or w ork to comply with existing environmental regulations
(Cohn and Lerner, 2003). It can also reduce the likelihood o f conflict over how to protect
endangered species and the need for costly remediation program s (Cohn and Lerner, 2003).

Community benefits
Ecological approaches to planning can help make communities safer and healthier by
protecting air and w ater quality, and limiting developm ent in unsuitable areas such as
wetlands, fault zones, unstable slopes, critical wildlife habitat, and floodplains (EQC, 1999.).
Preventing developm ent in these areas can lead to safer living conditions in hazardous
environm ents by reducing the impacts from natural hazards such as floods, landslides, and
fires (Nelson, 1999).
Maintaining natural areas can serve as a buffer am ong different land uses, and can be
used to break up development. These natural boundaries can also enhance neighborhoods
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and community identity (Elm endorf and 'Luloff, 1999). By enhancing the community,
property values and marketability o f hom es and other real estate increase and possibly attract
new people and new and progressive businesses to the area, helping to im prove conditions
for economic developm ent throughout the com munity (Elm endorf and Luloff, 1999;
Nelson, 1999; E Q C , 1999). Ecological approaches to planning can help provide mechanisms
to balance environm ental and economic factors and help to diversify the economic base
(Benedict and M cH ahon, 2002). For instance protecting ecological systems and the integrity
o f their processes may increase recreational use, fishing, hunting, wildlife viewing, and allow
for m ore sustainable natural resource extraction (Mazzotti and M orgenstern, 1997;
E lm endorf and Luloff, 1999).
Besides economic benefits, im plem enting ecological principles into planning also has
a num ber o f social benefits. A growing num ber o f citizens now identify wildlife and natural
habitats as essential to a high quality o f life. Thus, preservation o f a community's natural
landscape makes it a m ore desirable place to live, work, and recreate, and enhances
community pride" (Cohn and Lerner, 2003). Protection o f natural areas provides for
tranquility, exploration, richness, beauty, solace, and peace, all-im portant social and
psychological values (Elm endorf and Luloff, 1999). Public involvement in this process can
also help enhance a sense o f com m unity by providing an opportunity for citizens to express
their hopes, values, and visions for their community's future, and participation in the
planning process also provides community members with some sense o f security regarding
decisions about which areas can or cannot be developed and under w hat conditions (Cohn
and Lerner, 2003).

i
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CHALLENGES AND CONSTRAINTS
General Constraints to Incorporating Ecological Principles In to Land Use
Planning
Trying to im plem ent ecological principles and executing creative ideas that foster
ecological approaches to planning, while sustaining social and economic values, can be a very
arduous and complicated ~affair. There are num erous reasons for these difficulties. This
section discusses the many challenges, constraints, and barriers that can emerge w hen
planners try to integrate ecological principles into local planning. By identifying and
understanding these issues, local governm ents may be able to come up with creative
solutions to overcome these barriers.

The E ight M ain Barriers
A ccording to E lm endorf and Luloff (1999) there are eight main barriers that keep
local governm ents from incorporating ecological approaches and principles into land use
planning. The first barrier they address is the difficulty in (and sometimes opposition to)
establishing multi-jurisdictional cooperation and partnerships. O ften planning is orientated
to individual municipalities or counties. Ramifications o f such planning can create possible
serious impacts on adjacent jurisdictions. T he second barrier is municipalities often have a
limited interest in obtaining natural resource inventories that supply essential inform ation for
com prehensive plans. Comprehensive plans are the framework for planning. It provides the
vision and direction for all land use planning decisions in a given jurisdiction. Any type o f
regulatory o r incentive based planning that will be im plem ented by a county or city is based
and influenced by the objectives, goals, and general structure o f the com prehensive plan.
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W ithout adequate data (e.g., critical habitat ands river corridors) the design o f the
comprehensive plan, the overall framework,, and the planning that is guided by this
framework are seriously hindered. T he third barrier is related to legislation that enables, but
does not require, municipalities or counties to develop com prehensive plans. W hen.local
governments do n o t develop comprehensive plans, “negative planning” often occurs. This
means planning or proposal reviews take place with no com prehensive plan to provide
vision and direction for development. The fourth barrier to integrating ecological principles
into land use planning is a lack o f professional planning staff and local expertise, especially in
regards to the sciences o f forestry, ecology, or wildlife biology. The fifth is a shortage o f
municipal funds for capital projects such as .watershed restoration, natural habitat acquisition
or comprehensive planning. The sixth barrier involves a lack o f education and inform ation
on the benefits o f multi-jurisdictional cooperation, a quality natural environment, and the
downfalls o f po o r land-use planning. The seventh barrier addressed is that there is not
enough awareness and involvem ent o f residents in com munity decision making. Finally, the
eighth barrier is that there tends to be ignorance o f ecological concepts within the planning
process (Elm endorf and Luloff, 1999).

1Values and Ris/ks of an "EcologicalApproach to Planning
W orking to im plem ent ecological principles into planning can be very problematic
because there are so m any different values and risks associated with each planning avenue
taken (Cullingworth and Caves, 2003). W hich areas should be protected and which should
be developed? W hat wildlife species should be focused on? W hat are the economic costs and
benefits o f p ro tectin g . an area or a certain species? W hat are the benefits and costs o f
working with other jurisdictions? W hat are the risks to businesses, the community, and to
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individual property rights? These are all questions that m ust be weighed and are very difficult
to assess. This is mainly because local governm ents do n o t have the luxury o f being flexible
and adaptable like public agencies can. I f a developm ent is placed in winter range for wildlife
or on a ridgeline within a view shed, the decision is perm anent, irreversible, and the impacts
to the community and the ecological system extend far into the future (M DO T, 2002). Local
governments may lack the desire to weigh these values and risks or come to a standstill
because o f lack o f consensus on which value and risk should take precedent (Cullingworth
and Caves, 2003). These types o f decisions can create yet another barrier in regards to
ecological approaches to planning.

Private Property
Local governm ents also m ust deal with multiple landowners and the issue o f
property rights, which can be an enorm ous im pedim ent to ecological planning. U.S. society
places a high cultural and legal value on private property rights. It is perhaps one o f the m ost
stubbornly protected American liberties (Cortner and M oote, 1999). There is a strong belief
in the sanctity o f rights o f property, and an intense conviction that those affected by any
governm ent policy should be able to influence the plans. There is also the belief that a
property owner should be relieved from hardship, either by exception or com pensation, if
the outcom e o f the plan should im pose an unreasonable burden on the individual
(Cullingworth and Caves, 2003). Unfortunately, these conflicts will always surface when
governm ents attem pt to regulate the use o f private property.

Inability to Change
•.

<

Besides the issue o f property rights, a local governm ent’s inability to be flexible or
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innovative can also be seen as a barrier to ecological planning. O ften times, jurisdictions
\
stick to the idea that what has worked in the past will always work. Zoning is a good
example o f this (Cullingworth and Caves, 2003). Jurisdictions will often stay on a specific
course with guidelines set in stone, rather than veer o ff onto new avenues with new
approaches. T he risks may be too great, the outcom es too uncertain for planners to truly
make the jump to innovative change. Planning lags behind, becom ing another issue that
m ust be overcome if protecting and managing ecological systems is truly a concern. -

Lack o f Trust
The last constraint to im plementing ecological concepts is a lack o f trust. T rust is at
the foundation o f the planning process and is an integral com ponent that allows
relationships to be built and plans to be implemented. This includes both organizational and
interpersonal trust (Lachapelle et al, 2003). Organizational trust involves fairness o f the
process used to develop the plan, while interpersonal trust includes benevolence, honesty,
and reciprocity. In other words, interpersonal trust entails a governm ent or stakeholders’
pledge to fulfill their side o f the plan (contract)' (Lachapelle et al, 2003). Unfortunately trust
is not always present in the planning process.
In land use planning, there is often a widespread distrust o f governments, experts,
and business — basically everyone in pow er (Cullingworth and Caves, 2003). Studies have
shown that m ost people distrust governm ent because they consider it inaccessible and
unresponsive to local concerns and believe it is ruled by organized interest groups and power
players (Cortner and M oote, 1999). M uch o f this distrust between parties comes from a lack
o f shared understanding about the views th a t' each party h a s ' on the issue at hand
(Cullingworth.and Caves, 2003). This lack o f trust diminishes the ability o f diverse groups o f
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stakeholders to share in learning, to build relationships, and to associate in other dimensions
o f successful planning (Lachapelle et al, 2003).

M ontana’s Challenges and Constraints
A num ber o f these constraints and challenges are relevant to M ontana’s local Land
Use Planning. I f ecological principles are to be incorporated, it is essential to understand the
barriers that may be keeping M ontana and its local governm ents from planning effectively,
and that would prevent ecological approaches from being im plem ented into land use
planning. But, before the constraints and challenges can be identified, it is first im portant to
understand the land use legislation that is driving planning in M ontana.

Montana State Code: Land Use P'fanning
T o begin, it is im portant to note that in the State o f M ontana all land use planning
authority resides at the local level (M DOT, 2002). The Local Planning Enabling A ct - Title
76 o f the M ontana State Code —enables local governments —counties and cities —to engage
in land use planning through four means: 1) creation o f a planning board, 2) a grow th policy,
3) subdivision laws, and 4) zoning and development perm its (M DO T, 2002; M ontana State
Legislature, 2003). However, with the exception o f subdivision regulations, these planning
authorities are strictly voluntary. The following is a brief description o f each in order to gain
a better understanding o f how planning is manifesting itself at the local level.

1. Planning boards
According to section 76-1-102 o f the M ontana State Code, the purpose o f the
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planning board is to im prove the present health, safety, welfare, and convenience o f their
citizens (Montana State Legislature, 2003). They are to plan for the future developm ent o f
their communities so that highway systems are carefully planned, and that new community
centers grow only with adequate highway, utility, health', educational, and recreational
facilities. The planning board is also required to recognize the needs o f industry, business,
and agriculture in future growth; that residential areas provide healthy surroundings for
family life; and that the grow th o f the com munity be proportionate with and prom otive o f
the efficient and economic use o f public funds (Montana State Legislature, 2003). Section
76-1-106 then goes on to state that, “planning boards can propose policies for subdivision
plats; the developm ent o f public ways, public places, public structures, and public and
private utilities; the issuance o f im provem ent location permits on platted and unplatted
lands; or the layout and developm ent o f public ^ways and services to platted and unplatted
. 4

lands” (Montana State Legislature, 2003). Planning boards are also perm itted to develop a
grow th policy if the governing body requests one (Montana State Legislature, 2003).
However, planning boards are n o t m andated, and local governm ents may choose not
to establish a planning board if they so wish. As stated in section 76-1-101 o f the M ontana
State Code, “the governing body o f any city or town, the governing bodies o f more than one
city or town, o r the governing body o f any county or com bination thereof may create a
planning board if they choose to do so in order to prom ote orderly developm ent” (Montana
State Legislature, 2003). I f a planning board is established, however, their purpose and role,
stated above in section 76-1-102 and 76-1-106, m ust be followed.

2. Growth policy
A “grow th policy” is the term used for a comprehensive plan in M ontana (Meek et
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al, 2001). It is considered the framework for land use planning. Any type o f planning that is
to be im plem ented by a county or city is based and influenced by the objectives, goals, and
general structure o f the grow th policy. T he Local Planning Enabling A ct enables local
governm ents to prepare a growth policy and sets out required procedures (M DOT, 2002).
A ccording to section 76-1-106 o f the M ontana Code, a planning board shall prepare a
growth policy if requested by the governing body. However, this is a voluntary decision by
the local jurisdiction, making the preparation and adoption o f a growth policy optional
(M ontana State Legislature, 2003; Mcgee, 2003). I f a growth policy is enacted by a local
jurisdiction, it does have to address the criteria found in section 76-1-601 o f the M ontana
Code, but the extent to which the grow th policy addresses these elements contained in
section 76-1-601 is at the full discretion o f the governing body (M ontana State Legislature,
2003). Elements that m ust be included are found in Table 10.

Table 10. Section 76-1-601A Growth Policy M ust Include:
1.

Community goals and Objectives

2.

Maps and text describing an inventor)' o f existing characteristics and features o f the
jurisdictional area, including: land uses; population; housing needs; economic conditions;
local services; public facilities; natural resources; other characteristics and features proposed
by the planning board and adopted by the governing body.

3.

Projected trends for the life o f the growth policy for each o f the following as listed in num ber 2 above.

4.

A description of policies, regulations, and other measures to be implemented in order to
achieve the goals and objectives.

5.

Strategy' for development, maintenance, and replacement o f public infrastructures, including
drinking water systems, wastewater treatment facilities, sewer systems, solid waste facilities,
fire protection facilities, roads, and bridges.

6.

An implementation strategy' that includes: a timetable for implementation o f growth policy;
a list o f conditions that will lead to a revision o f the growth policy; and a timetable for
reviewing the growth policy at least once every' 5 y'ears and revising the policy if necessary'.

7.

A statement o f how the governing bodies will coordinate and cooperate with other
jurisdictions that explains: how the governing body will coordinate and cooperate with the
county', if they are a city or town; how the governing body will coordinate and cooperate
with cities and towns, if they are a county'.
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Table 10 Continued. Section 76-1-601 A Growth Policy M ust Include:
8.

A statement explaining how the governing bodies will define the criteria for subdivision
regulations, and how they will evaluate and make decisions regarding proposed subdivisions.
Criteria include: the effect on agriculture, agricultural water user facilities, user services, the
natural environment, wildlife and wildlife habitat, and public health and safety.

9.

A growth policy may also include: one or more neighborhood plans; establish minimum
criteria defining the jurisdictional area for a neighborhood plan; address the criteria in
subdivision regulations describe zoning regulations that will be implemented to address the
criteria in subdivision regulations; identify geographic areas where the governing body
intends to authorize an exemption from review o f criteria.

10. A planning board may propose and the governing bodies may adopt additional elements o f
a growth policy in order to fulfill the purpose o f this chapter.
(Montana State Legislature, 2003)

O nce the growth policy is adopted, the governing body, according to section 76-1 605, m ust “be guided by and give consideration to the general policy and pattern o f
developm ent set o u t in the growth policy in the authorization, construction, alteration, and
abandonm ent o f public ways, public places, and public structures, or public utilities; the
authorization, acceptance, or construction o f w ater mains, sewers, connections, utilities, or
facilities; and adoption o f zoning ordinances or resolutions” (Montana State Legislature,
2003).

3. Subdivision regulations
Subdivision regulations are a m andatory requirem ent under state law (EQC, 1999).
There are two statues that govern land subdivisions in Montana: the. M ontana Subdivision
and Platting A ct and the M ontana Sanitation in Subdivisions Act. In general, the Subdivision
and Platting A ct is for local review, and the Sanitation in Subdivision A ct provides for state
reviewing o f mainly m inor subdivisions (EQC, 1999).
U nder the M ontana Subdivision and Platting A ct (76-3-101 through 76-3-614 o f the
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M ontana code) all counties, cities, and towns are required to adopt and enforce local
subdivision regulations. According to section 76-3-501 the governing body o f every county
and city m ust adopt and provide for the administration and enforcem ent o f subdivision
regulations. Also, as stated in 76-1-606, if a growth policy has been adopted, the subdivision
regulations for that lo cal. jurisdiction m ust be in accordance with that grow th policy
(M ontana State Legislature, 2003).
The purpose o f subdivision laws, are to regulate the process o f platting land into
lots and supplying public facilities (e.g., roads, sewer, water) to the lots (Meek et al, 2001;
M D O T, 2002). These regulations must, according to section 76-3-501, provide for the
orderly developm ent o f the jurisdictional areas. They m ust provide for the coordination o f
roads within subdivided land with other roads, both existing and planned, for the
im provem ent o f roads, and for the dedication o f land for roadways and for public utility
v

easements. Regulations m ust provide for the provision o f adequate open spaces for travel,
light, air, and recreation; for the provision o f adequate water, drainage, and transportation;
the regulation o f sanitary facilities; for the avoidance or minimization o f congestion; and for
the avoidance o f subdivision which would involve unnecessary environmental degradation.
Regulations m ust also avoid subdivisions which would create a danger to health, safety, or
welfare by reason o f natural hazard or the lack o f water, drainage, access, transportation, or
other public services, or that would necessitate an excessive expenditure o f public funds for
the supply o f such services (M ontana State Legislature, 2003). Before granting approval, local
governm ents m ust consider the anticipated needs o f a proposed subdivision for local
services such as roads and maintenance, and overall public health and safety related to the
developm ent (M DOT, 2002). This is done by requiring the subdivder to subm it an
environm ental assessment to the governing body (Montana State Legislature, 2003).
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T he environm ental assessment (EA) is used to assess the impact o f a proposed
subdivision on ecological systems and the community. According to section 76-3-603, the
EA m ust include a description o f every body or stream o f surface water that may be affected
by the proposed subdivision, together with available ground water inform ation, and a
description o f the vegetation, wildlife use, and topography within the area o f the proposed
subdivision. It m ust contain a summary o f probable impacts o f the proposed subdivision on
agriculture, agricultural water user facilities, user services, the natural environm ent, wildlife
and wildlife habitat, and public health and safety. A com m unity im pact report containing a
statement o f the anticipated needs o f the proposed subdivision for local sendees m ust also
be included (M ontana State Legislature, 2003). M inor subdivisions are exem pt from
environmental assessments.

4. Zoning and development permits
Z oning is a legal tool local governments can voluntarily use in order to protect public
health, safety, and welfare. This is done by dividing jurisdictions into use districts or zones,
l

restrict various uses to certain zones, and im pose requirements that perm itted uses m ust
meet (M DOT, 2002). Zoning can take .place in unincorporated areas as well as in
incorporated municipalities (Meek et al, 2001).

A. Part one zoning

}

Zoning in unincorporated areas can occur by two m ethods. The first is citizenpetition “part one zoning” . W hen petitioned by 60 percent o f the freeholders in an area o f
40 acres or more, a county may create a planning and zoning district and adopt land use
regulations for the district (Meek et al, 2001). This zoning district designation can occur
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w hether or n o t there is a grow th policy in place. The establishment o f a zoning district is
prohibited if freeholders representing 50 percent o f the tided property ownership in the
district protest ’within 30 days (EQC, 1999). O nce a district is established, the county m ust
appoint a planning and zoning commission. The com mission prepares a development
pattern docum ent that identifies restrictions that will be applied (Meek et al, 2001). Citizenpetition part one zoning may n o t regulate lands used for grazing, agriculture, horticulture, or
for growing tim ber (EQC, 1999).

B. Part two zoning
The second m ethod o f zoning in unincorporated areas is “part two zoning”, which
authorizes counties to adopt traditional zoning that can apply to all o r part o f the
unincorporated area, but requires the adoption o f a growth policy. A ccording to section 762-203 o f the M ontana code, zoning regulations must be made in accordance with the growth
policy and designed to: lessen congestion in the streets; secure safety from fire, panic, and
other dangers; prom ote public health and general welfare; provide adequate light and air;'
prevent the overcrowding o f land; avoid undue concentration o f population; and facilitate
the adequate provision o f water, sewerage, transportation, schools, parks, and other public
requirements (Montana State Legislature, 2003). Zoning m ust be made with reasonable
consideration to the character o f the district and its peculiar suitability o f particular uses,
conserving the value o f buildings, and encouraging the m ost appropriate use o f land
throughout the jurisdictional area (M ontana State Legislature, 2003). County zoning
regulations m ust also, as nearly as possible, be compatible with the zoning ordinances o f the
municipalities within the jurisdictional area (Montana State Legislature, 2003).
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C. Municipality zoning
The Municipal Zoning Enabling A ct authorizes cities and towns to adopt zoning or
development perm it regulations to regulate the size, height, and location o f buildings and
other structures; to regulate densities; and to divide the municipality into zoning districts
(EQC, 1999). Municipality zoning is similar to that for counties. Meaning, municipalities are
only authorized to adopt zoning regulations only if a growth policy has been adopted.
Zoning m ust be made in accordance with the grow th policy and follow the criteria and
found in section 76-2-203 stated above (Meek et al, 2001; M ontana State Legislature, 2003).

D. D evelopm ent permits
Local governments can also use developm ent perm it regulations to influence land
use, under M ontana law. D evelopm ent perm it regulations usually address the quality or
character rather than the location o f new developm ent (EQC, 1999). For instance, a
development perm it may address buffering or screening, or a type o f architecture or facade.

M ontana’s Challenges and Constraints
T he grow th that is occurring throughout M ontana has created a myriad o f planning
challenges and constraints that the state and local governments are only just beginning to
address. This section will attem pt to focus in on some o f the main barriers and stumbling
blocks that are keeping local governm ents from managing growth and protecting the
ecological systems in which they live.
The following criticisms are based on a num ber o f different surveys and reports. The
first is the American Planning Association’s Smart G row th Survey (Meek et al, 2001)
conducted in January 2000. The purpose was to assess the M ontana Code in order to
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im prove planning and land-use control in M ontana (Meek et al, 2001). In order to do this,
six focus groups were conducted in the B itterroot Valley, Missoula, Kalispell, Three Forks,
Bozeman, and Billings as well as with representatives o f the planning staff for the Flathead
Indian Reservation. Participants included: local planners, planning board members, elected
officials, land-use attorneys, developers, homebuilders, and interested land owners (Meek et
al, 2001). ,The second survey used in this assessment was the public lands survey conducted
in M arch o f 2005. As m entioned in an earlier section, twenty-two public land agency
managers answered questions regarding grow th and urban development, the major
.m anagem ent issues and obstacles districts are dealing with because o f grow th and urban
developm ent adjacent to public lands, growth policies and planning, and inform ation sharing
and collaboration with adjacent local jurisdictions. O ther surveys and reports used in this
section were the E Q C 1999 Planning for G row th report, The M ontana D epartm ent o f
Transportation’s 2002 TranPlan 21, The E Q C 2000 Funding for G row th report, and the
M ontana Smart G row th Coalition 2001 State o f G row th report.

1. Local land use planning constraints
In regard to land use planning, there are a num ber o f criticisms about how local
governm ents are tackling the subject. W ith the voluntary stance the state o f M ontana has
taken to planning, growth policies, and zoning, current legislation allows local governm ents
to do as much or as little as possible when it comes to grow th m anagement and land use
planning (Meek et al, 2001). Because there is n o t a strong constituency for good planning in
the state, this inconsistency creates a patchwork o f local planning schemes that are often
incompatible with one another, lack quality, may n o t manage growth, and establish a variety
o f local plans with some calling for rigorous ecological protection and others that only skim
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the surface (Meek et al, 2001). Local governments may lack the political will to do proactive
planning, and if they do create land use plans, many local jurisdictions do n o t support or
im plem ent them (Meek et al, 2001).
W ith an absence o f proactive planning by many local governm ents, it is subdivision
regulations and state infrastructure spending that have the m ost influence on settlement
patterns in m ost communities, n o t grow th policies or plans (Meek et al,. 2001). Local
governments often report that subdivisions are defining grow th m anagement in their
.jurisdictions (Meek et al, 2001). They claim they are so busy with subdivision review that
they do not have time for planning or make progress on a com prehensive plan (EQC, 1999).
Planning is taking place one proposal at a time, influenced by the whim o f subdivision
developers (EQC, 1999; Meek et al, 2001). Unfortunately, many communities are finding
their land use policies written after the fact as a consequence o f subdivision review, rather
than in advance through the thoughtful process o f community planning (EQC, 1999).
Current planning patterns are also occurring because o f a lack o f money and
incentives. Cities have very little money for economic development, which means they have
trouble saying “n o ” to developm ent proposals, even if they may create other problem s
(Meek et al, 2001). Disincentives exist for urban development, making it m uch easier to
develop in unincorporated areas o f the county than in in-tow n locations (Meek et al, 2001).
Many respondents are concerned about this type o f planning, claiming M ontana has not
learned from mistakes made in other states where subdivisions have popped up everywhere
(Meek et al, 2001).
Many participants voiced a concern for water quality and supply stating both are
negatively affected by land subdivision in many areas. Loss o f open space, agricultural land*
and wildlife habitat, as well as an exacerbation o f weed problem s are all caused in part by
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subdivision developm ent and are a very com m on concern (Meek et al, 2001). Unfortunately,
local governm ents are doing very little to safeguard wildlife (MSGC, 2005). Respondents in
the public lands survey stated that there was an ignorance o f structures and developm ent in
wildlife habitat. Lands are being developed with limited discussion o f access, wildlife, or
watershed issues. This lack o f planning is a huge hindrance to m anagem ent on public lands.
There is a need to start thinking m ore about the effects o f developm ent on the environm ent
(Meek et al, 2001).
However, while counties need to plan better and provide m ore predictability for
developm ent and non-developm ent o f land, some political realities in the state could make
acceptance o f land-use policy change difficult. These political realities involve both the
planning culture that exists currently in the state, and the political climate in the state with
regard to grow th and developm ent (Meek et al, 2001). F or instance, M ontana is essentially
two states, east and west. The west is growing and has a very different political culture then
the eastern half o f the state, which has seen a decline in population. Any approach to
im proving planning would have to acknowledge the different circufnstances and political
cultures o f each region (Meek et al, 2001).
Also, while subdivision review and state infrastructure are defining land use planning,
many believe that a lack o f education is also a huge contributor to land use patterns seen
throughout numerous communities. They stated that the problem is with untrained lay
people on boards w ho don’t understand the rules they are applying (Meck et al, 2001). Cities
are unaware o f the fiscal impacts o f development, and there needs to be some effort to instill
the benefits o f planning and to make the case that good planning is good fiscal policy (Meek
et al, 2001). O thers felt that-M ontana residents lack education regarding proactive planning
(Meek et al, 2001). The respondents in the public lands survey emphasized a lack o f
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ecological concepts in planning, and an ignorance o f the impacts o f developm ent on
ecological systems.

2. Growth policies
As o f 1999, 44 o f M ontana’s 56 counties had adopted some type o f m aster plan
(EQC, 1999). However, since that time the m aster plan statute has befen changed to a grow th
policy and new requirements were introduced, including the voluntary im plem entation o f the
policy legislation (EQC, 2000). Since the change, only 15 counties and 12 cities have
attem pted to develop a new grow th policy (EQC, 2000). T hat is 15 out o f 56 counties, and
12 out o f hundreds o f cities. Very few counties in the Eastern half o f the state have even
begun to develop long range planning goals (EQ C, 2000).
In terms o f the grow th policy legislation, many participants found that the grow th
policy statue was purposefully vague and does n o t provide adequate guidance (Meek et al,
2001). D evelopm ent and application (o f grow th policies has, therefore, been inconsistent,
with growth policies being assembled on a piecemeal basis, with one part n o t relating to
other parts (Meek et al, 2001). The majority o f survey participants also felt that the type o f
grow th policies that were being produced were having little effect on settlement patterns in
M ontana. In order ensure m ore quality and consistency in grow th policies, specific details
would have to be established (Meek et al, 2001). But, even with m ore detailed legislation, the
voluntary stance to im plem ent growth policies allows local governm ents to do as m uch or as
little as possible (Meek et al, 2001). Meaning, many regions in M ontana lack current growth
policies that can serve as a reference to planning (Meek et al, 2001).
It was also noted that the current grow th policy statute does n o t represent state
policy, though state policy itself has n o t been truly defined (Meek et al, 2001). Currently
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there is no t a state agency that oversees or regulates the creation o f grow th policies (M DOT,
2002), leading in part to the inconsistency noted above. Furtherm ore, the state does not
require that local jurisdictions conduct periodic review o f growth policies (Meek et al, 2001).
W ithout an evaluation o f the grow th policy, it is very had for a local jurisdiction to determine
how they are doing, and w hat needs to change (Meffe et al, 2002).
In the public lands survey, one manager stated that, grow th policies are not
restrictive enough, and developm ent still occurs in areas that limit Forest Service
m anagement options. A nother manager felt that counties don’t have a real clear growth
policy other than a fairly hands o ff approach. These com m ents came from public lands
managers in response to questions about adjacent local grow th policies, and how they may
be affecting public land management.
M ost public lands managers, however, had only a very vague knowledge o f any
adjacent growth policies and the goals and objectives they contain. F or the 12 counties and
10 cities that managers believed had growth policies, 5 counties were believed to have goals
and objectives related to wildlife and habitat protection, while 7 counties and 2 cities had
goals and objectives o f watershed protection. Wildfire goals and objectives were contained in
7 counties and 1 city’s growth policy, and 3 counties had goals and objectives for natural
resource protection. This suggests that some local governments are attem pting to im plem ent
ecological goals and objectives into their grow th policies. However, the extent that they were
helping management on public lands was unclear.
In regards to grow th policies and w hether they hinder or help m anagement on public
lands, m ost respondents really could n o t say if they did or not. Some believed that they
helped while others believed that some helped and some hindered. From the responses that
were received on this subject, it appeared that m ost public land agency managers really did
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n o t know this answer. And, for those that did, two main issues that were perceived to hinder
managem ent on public lands were 1) growth policies that were too flexible and did not
define and set criteria, and 2) a hands o ff approach to planning by many counties and cities.
Overall, public agencies felt that the vast majority o f counties and cities were doing only
slighdy well or not doing well when it came to wildlife and habitat protection, w atershed
protection, wildfire management, and natural resource conservation.

3. Subdivision regulation constraints
Survey participants also felt that the relationship between the growth policy and
zoning and subdivision regulations is very vague and n o t strong, and that new consistent
criteria are needed to clarify the relationship (Meek et al, 2001). However, m ost o f the
criticisms involving subdivision regulations were focused on the environmental assessment.
The majority o f environmental assessments are required to be done by developers
before their subdivision can be proposed. This basically means that a highly technical,
somewhat subjective process is p u t in the hands o f a subdivider or developer w ho is often
uninform ed and has their own self-interests in m ind (Meek et al, 2001). The developer will
often provide data that lacks quality or accuracy, and supports approval o f the development.
This often creates EAs that are useless to decision makers, and provides very minimal if any
ecological protection (Meek et al, 2001). Respondents expressed that because o f how the
process is conducted, the intent o f the environm ental assessment is often lost. Currently
there is no control over the quality or accuracy o f the assessment, and good science is n ot
being applied to the review o f these subdivision proposals (Meek et al, 2001). Some
criticisms stated that this type o f subdivision review has n o t been an effective tool for
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addressing wildlife issues (EQC, 1999). M oreover, m inor subdivisions are not even required
to have an environmental assessment (Meek et al, 2001).

4. The role of the state
A num ber o f the surveys arid reports came up with various barriers relating to the
State o f M ontana and its role in land use planning. These include the absence o f a statewide
grow th policy, limited funding, a lack o f “enabled” incentive tools for local governm ents to
use, and litde state support to help local jurisdictions establish effective planning.

A. Statewide growth policy
M ontana does n o t have a statewide growth policy, and the consensus o f many
respondents is that an initiative to set such state goals a n d , objectives for grow th and
development, in the state, is long overdue (Meek et al, 2001). Such a framework could
provide some consistency in land use planning policy and practice (Meek et al, 2001).
However, while many desire such a grow th policy, there is a lot o f skepticism as to w hether
the state has the ability and credibility to formulate such a policy. Also, would a statewide
grow th policy truly be effective in local land use planning (Meek et al, 2001)?

B. Lack o f funding
M ore-funding options are needed to encourage local governm ents to invest in the
developm ent o f planning and growth policies so that communities can encourage smart
grow th (EQC, 2000). Many survey respondents felt that a lack o f money is a huge stumbling
block to preparing grow th policies and achieving sm art growth. They emphasized that
grow th policies should n o t even be required if the state, cannot provide money for them or
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create m ore options for cities and counties to raise money (Meek et al, 2001). Developing or
updating a grow th policy costs in the range o f $30,000 to $500,000. U pdating subdivision
and zoning regulations is another cost (EQC, 2000): The city o f Helena spent around
$50,000 to update their subdivision and zoning regulations, while Gallatin Count)' spent an
estimated $150,000 on their new growth policy (EQC, 2000; MSGC, 2001). Respondents
stated that there needs to be funding to inventory local resources, as well as money for the
tools and staff that are needed to develop effective growth policies. Because o f the lack o f
resources and staff that many counties and cities have, local governm ents cannot even begin
to think about effective grow th m anagem ent and planning (Meek et al, 2001).
Currently there are few funding options in the state o f M ontana. They include the
CDBG Planning grants, County land planning funds, and local property tax (EQC, 2000).
The C D B G is administered by the D epartm ent o f Commerce and provides grants to be used
for a variety o f planning activities in addition to preparing or updating a growth policy.
Grants are awarded on a competitive basis and awards reach up to $15,000 (EQC, 2000).
County land planning funds com e from a special state revenue account that pays for five
types o f programs, which includes county land planning. Funds for the revenue account
come from 8.36% o f the coal severance tax. The am ount distributed to each county rangers
from approximately $3,000 to almost $6,000 each year (EQC, 2000). Local governments may
fund planning from the general fund. Revenue for the fund comes from property taxes.
U nder current law, local governments that have not allocated adequate funds to pay for
planning have three options. They can reduce the general fund for another program and
allocate money to planning, ask voters to approve an increase in taxes, or use revenue from
any newly taxable property (EQC, 2000). Local governments that have established a
planning board are authorized to assess a special levy for planning board purposes. The
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maximum planning levy varies according to the class o f the county or municipality and is
specified by law (EQC, 2000). However, revenue for the general fund is limited because o f a
property tax freeze initiative approved by voters in 1986, and the am ount o f money raised
with the mill lev)? alone may n o t be adequate for all o f the planning expenses a local
jurisdiction may need (EQC, 2000). These three forms o f funds, while helpful, do not
provide adequate funding for grow th policies and other planning activities. M ore funding
options are needed to encourage local governm ents to develop and im plem ent good
planning (EQC, 2000).

C. Lack o f planning tools and support from the state
There are currently very few planning tools available to local jurisdictions. Many
survey respondents expressed that there is a strong need for the state to enable new
regulatory and incentive-based tools that local governments can use to manage and direct
growth and open space preservation (Meek et al, 2001). However, many felt these tools
should move away from regulation and towards a system that encourages good urban form
and urban design (Meek et al, 2001). M ore incentives, such as tools that prom ote cluster
developm ent and infill should be considered (Meek et al, 2001).
There is also .a limited capacity at the local level to undertake land use planning
(M DOT, 2002). O ther than funding, local governments have limited resources available to
.them as well as technical knowledge (M DOT, 2001). Many com m ents suggested that the
state should be m ore helpful in providing data on ground water, transportation, and housing,
as well as the many other aspects related to grow th management and planning (Meek et al,
2001). Consultation on planning between the state and local governm ent does n o t occur on
a regular basis, if at all, and would be desirable (Meek et al, 2001). Also, there is currently no
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state oversight when it comes to growth policies or subdivision regulations (Meek et al,
2001). A State Planning D epartm ent does n o t exist to make sure local governm ents are
conform ing to established grow th policy, zoning, and subdivision legislation (M DO T, 2000).

5. Multi-jurisdictional coordination barriers
T he surveys and reports also had a num ber o f responses regarding multijurisdictional coordination. A ccording to statements, there is a lot o f distrust between city
and county governm ents (Meek et al, 2001). Decisions made by a city can affect growth in
the county and vice versa. In some areas o f M ontana there is little or no coordination
between the city and the county (EQC, 1999). For example, even though Sweet Grass
County wants to encourage grow th around Big Timber, the two planning boards do not
w ork together (EQ C, 1999).
This lack o f coordination is also evident between local jurisdictions and public land
agencies. A ccording to the public lands survey, the majority o f respondents stated that their
agency shares inform ation m ost o f the time or sometimes. W hen it came to city and county
awareness o f public land agency management issues, respondents claim that cities and
counties are somewhat aware o f adjacent public land agency management goals and
objectives. Many respondents also stated that counties are approving developm ent with no
regard to public land agency issues and concerns. For instance, counties will close county
roads reducing public access to public lands, approve subdivisions w ithout considering
public land agency m anagement issues and concerns, and approve subdivisions w ithout
finding out if the Forest Service has approved access to those private land holdings. The
extent that public land agencies knew about adjacent local governm ent plans was also very
minimal. While some public land agency managers may know which counties and cities have
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growth policies, they have very little inform ation regarding w hat is in the county and city
growth policies and planning agendas. M ost respondents remarked with “I d o n ’t know” or
skipped the question when it came to discussing inform ation about grow th policies and their
content.

6. Distrust in government
D istrust in local governm ent, and distrust in other residents and stakeholders can be
an enorm ous constraint on planning and ecological protection (Cullingworth and Caves,
2003). There are num erous issues involving distrust throughout the state o f M ontana. Take
\

Ravalli County for instance. Ravalli County is the fastest growing county in M ontana,
according to the 2000 US Census. Concerned about the lack o f planning and the am ount o f
sprawl occurring in the county, the planning staff has for years tried to create a
com prehensive grow th policy (Grandstaff, 2001). However, they are finding such a task to
be a very arduous and pointless attempt. I t isn’t from a lack o f trying. It stems more from a
lack o f cohesiveness in the community w hen it comes to grow th planning (Grandstaff,
2001). According to the Ravalli County land services director, planning for grow th in Ravalli
County has becom e a fractionalized affair. O ne group will form to w ork on the design o f
Highway 93 through Florence, another for Stevensville, and still another for Victor. O ne
group concentrates on a bike path for Corvallis. O ne group wants to im prove the Hamilton
airport; while at the same time another works to keep it the way it is. Still others, concerned
about the loss o f farmland, form- the Bitterroot Land Trust to establish conservation
easements (Grandstaff, 2001).
W hat these fractionalized groups all have in com m on is mutual distrust. There’s no
trust factor (Grandstaff, 2001). In particular, no one —not even groups that are traditionally
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at odds with one another — trusts government. Even the governm ent isn’t happy with the
government, and the planning board and county commissioners are suspicious o f each other
(Grandstaff, 2001). According to com m ents made by the Ravalli County Land Service
Director, the distrust runs so deep, that no one is willing to do the simple job o f reviewing
successful growth policies w ritten by other M ontana communities or elsewhere. There is the
feeling that another county’s growth plan is suspect just because it was developed
somewhere else (Grandstaff, 2001). Effective planning in Ravalli, therefore, may n o t be
accomplished because o f this lack o f trust, personal politics, and the stubborn unwillingness
to sacrifice anything for the sake o f community (Grandstaff, 2001).

Progress Made So Far
These challenges and constraints, however, have h o t entirely kept ecological
principles and approaches out o f land use planning. M ontana has made some headway w hen
it comes to planning and the conservation o f its natural systems. For instance, many o f the
faster growing counties with higher population densities have created growth policies and are
attem pting to manage for growth and ecological protection. As o f 1996, more than 500,000
acres o f private land in M ontana have been protected through conservation easements
acquired by land trusts as well as governm ent agencies (EQC, 1999). These num bers are sure
to have increased since that time. In Gallatin County 10 million dollars in bonds were
approved to preserve farms, ranch land, and open space. The county plans to purchase the
developm ent rights on 12,000 to 18,000 acres o f land (Hollis and Fulton, 2002). Also cities
like Helena and Missoula have each passed open space bonds in excess o f five million dollars
(Hollis and Fulton, 2002).
A num ber o f counties have also been working to protect their wetlands, waterways,
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and riparian areas. Big H orn County is writing a perm anent regulation that will provide the
m ost com prehensive protection for waterways and riparian areas in M ontana. I t would
require a 300-foot construction setback along 9 watercourses within the county. In areas
where the floodplain extends beyond 300 feet, the setback will be extended another 100 feet
(MSGC, 2005). Chouteau and Powell Counties have also created developm ent regulations.
In Chouteau County, 70 miles o f river frontage are protected with construction setbacks
ranging from 3 miles to 400 feet, with residential densities n o t exceeding one unit p er 8 acres
(MSGC, 2005). Powell County has a floodplain overlay district in which construction is
prohibited within 75 feet o f the Blackfoot River and its floodplain. All residential,
commercial, and industrial structures are prohibited within the floodplains o f the Clark Fork
and Little Blackfoot Rivers (MSGC, 2005). Floodplain regulations in both Missoula and
Ravalli Counties prohibit new construction o f residential, commercial, or industrial
structures within the floodplain. Any alterations or im provem ents to existing structures
within the floodway or floodway fringe require a permit, and other land uses within the
floodway and floodway fringe are regulated via a perm it system (MSGC, 2005). However,
floodplain regulations in Missoula and Ravalli are mainly designed m ore for natural hazard
mitigation rather than w atershed preservation.
While the protection o f wetlands, waterways, and riparian areas is becom ing more o f
a concern for many counties, wildlife and wildlife habitat protection has not come .as far.
There are, however, a few counties in M ontana that are trying to make a difference in this
regard. In Powell County, developm ent regulations designate an “Im portant Wildlife Area
Overlay D istrict”. The district is defined by m apped areas, based primarily o ff o f elk winter
ranges, and restricts residential densities for new developm ent to one unit per 80 acres
(MSGC, 2005). Infill developm ent in existing residential areas is excluded from the
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regulation. M aps o f the w inter ranges o f several other species for the county are also on file.
The Middle C ottonw ood and Hebgen Lake Zoning Districts in Gallatin County are also
working to protect wildlife by using incentives (e.g., transfer o f developm ent rights and
density bonuses) to create better developm ent patterns and protect wildlife habitat and
migration corridors (MSGC, 2005).
The state o f M ontana has also made some progress w hen it comes to planning and
ecological principles. Besides tools like the environm ental assessment, which attem pts to
consider the natural ecosystem, there are also programs dealing with floodplain and
floodway management. These programs are administered by the D epartm ent o f Natural
Resource and Conservation. U nder section 76-5-301, local governm ents m ust adopt land-use
regulations that meet or exceed minimum standards o f D N R C in regards to controlling
developm ent in the designated floodplain or floodway. I f the local governm ent fails to adopt
such fand-use regulations, D N R C m ust enforce its own minimum standards through a state
perm it system (Meek et al, 2001; M ontana State Legislature, 2003).
The State o f M ontana also requires that the D epartm ent o f Com m erce be involved
with land use planning in the state. Section 90-1-102 o f the M ontana code states that the
D epartm ent o f Commerce will make economic and social studies needed to accomplish
planning throughout the state, and to coordinate and assist regional developm ent groups in
the com prehensive developm ent o f the resources o f the region (Montana State Legislature,
2003). The departm ent is required to assemble and correlate inform ation for the purpose o f
creating long-range plans for economic and resource developm ent o f the state and its
subdivisions. It is also mandated to apply for, accept, and administer grants from the federal
governm ent and other public or private sources to accomplish the objectives o f planning.
T he departm ent is also required to serve as the consultative, coordinating, and advisory
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agency for state departm ents, officials, and agencies in state planning, and for encouraging
and aiding local planning bodies. This is done either direcdy or by securing planning
assistance, consulting services, and technical aid that may include demographic, economic,
and land use studies and surveys and comprehensive plans (Meek et al, 2001; M ontana State
Legislature, 2003).
Regarding com munity development, the D epartm ent o f Commerce, under 90-1-103,
is to cooperate w ith and provide technical assistance to county, municipal, state, and regional
planning commissions, zoning commissions, community developm ent groups, recreation
boards, community action agencies, and similar agencies (Montana State Legislature, 2003).
The D epartm ent o f Commerce is also to serve as a clearinghouse for inform ation, data, and
other materials that may be helpful or necessary to local governments in order to fulfill their
responsibilities. The D epartm ent is to provide inform ation on available federal and state
financial and technical assistance, as well as carry out continuing studies and analyses o f the
problems faced by communities within the state. It is then required to develop
recom mendations for administrative or legislative action as appear necessary. It m ust also
administer the federal community block grant program and adopt rules to im plem ent the
program (Meek et al, 2001; M ontana State Legislature, 2003).
Besides land-use statutes, there are a few conservation-orientated program s that have
been implemented by the state. 'M ontana does n o t have any open space conservation
programs. It does, however, have an agricultural conservation easem ent program , called the
Agricultural Heritage program, which was initiated in 1999. In its first two years around $0.9
million in state funds were used to purchase easements on 9,923 acres o f farmland (Hollis
and Fulton, 2002). This type o f program could prove very useful in future land-use planning,
especially with the growing concern that has emerged in recent years about conserving open
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space. Besides the agricultural conservation easem ent program, the M ontana D epartm ent o f
N atural Resources and Conservation provides renewable resources grants and loans to local
governm ents throughout the state. Funding is around §400,000 per year (Hollis and Fulton,
2002; M ontana D N R C , 2005). In N ovem ber o f 2000, M ontana approved one state bond for
open space funding.

POTENTIAL STRATEGIES AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR
LAND USE PLANNING WITHIN AN ECOLOGICAL
FRAMEWORK
It is apparent that M ontana and many o f its local communities are making some
progress w hen it comes to planning and the protection o f natural systems. However, current
planning barriers and constraints continue to encourage urban sprawl and a depletion o f
agricultural land and wildlife habitat (Meek et al, 2001). Many communities have
acknowledged these planning constraints and are attem pting to do som ething about them.
But the protection o f M ontana’s ecological systems, as well as effective planning throughout
the state, cannot be done through a patchw ork o f inconsistent plans. There needs to be a
new direction for land use planning in M ontana.
So w hat is possible? H ow can many o f these constraints and barriers be lifted? And,
how can im portant ecological principles be incorporated to create a better planning
framework to manage growth, take into consideration im portant socioeconomic and
institutional perspectives, and contribute to the protection and management o f the ecological
systems M ontana depends on? This section will present possible recom m endations and steps
that the State o f M ontana and its local jurisdictions should consider in regards to the
direction land use planning should go. These suggested steps are based on an extensive
literature review and recom m endations from both the American Planning Association and
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public land agency surveys. They emphasize an ecological point o f view, prom oting the
participation and dedication o f the state, local jurisdictions, as well as the public land
agencies to create a planning framework in w hich local communities and ecological systems
com bine into a joint interactive network.
This section will first focus on the role o f the State o f M ontana, and steps the state
may consider in order to eliminate many o f the challenges and constraints affecting land use
planning, as well as how it may incorporate ecological principles to facilitate better planning
and ecological protection. Secondly, this section will look at possible steps local governm ents
can make in their land use planning practices, as well as ways to accom m odate public land
agencies. And third, the possible roles that public, land agencies can play to facilitate better
planning in adjacent cities and counties will be discussed.

The Role o f the State o f M ontana
Incorporating an ecological approach to land use planning involves taking a broad
landscape-scale perspective. It requires looking at the entire ecological system in order to
manage and protect it m ore effectively (Meffe et al, 2002). W ith such a broad approach
comes a greater variety o f parties and interests. Local governments may lack the inherent
ability to address these larger environmental perspectives and the wider range o f interests,
needs, and abilities that a larger governm ental body, such as the state, may be able to
1

undertake.

(Cullingworth and Caves, 2003). Incorporating, ecological principles and

removing many o f the constraints to effective planning and ecological protection, therefore,
should begin at the state level.
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A State Growth Policy
The first possible step entails creating a land use planning grow th policy for the state
o f M ontana. Given the often-narrow view o f local governm ents, there exists a need for a
larger framework

o f responsibilities within

which localgovernments should operate

(Cullingworth and Caves, 2003). Significant progress in land use planning, as well as
protection and m anagement o f ecological systems at the local level, may be possible if a
clear, well structured, state land use planning growth policy is established to guide the state
o f M ontana and its local governments. It provides goals and objectives that have to be
followed, and it also helps to ensure that a level o f consistency is established am ong all local
governments (Cullingworth and Caves, 20.03). For instance, states like O regon and Florida
have both recognized the need for growth m anagement and land conservation. E ach has
established legislation that define state land use planning goals and objectives that would be
achieved through

required

com prehensive planning at

the

city and county levels

(Cullingworth and Caves, 2003).
M ontana’s land use grow th policy could contain detailed statewide goals and
objectives that focus on topics ranging from housing, transportation, conserving agriculture
land, citizen involvement, as well as other land use planning related subjects. Several o f these
land use planning goals and objectives could focus

on maintaining, protecting, and

improving the state’s natural and managed ecological systems to remain viable and healthy
indefinitely. These goals and objectives could prom ote the non-degradation o f natural
systems, and involve people in

environmental stewardship.

Goals

that emphasize

biodiversity, maintaining the integrity o f ecological processes, and preserving M ontana’s rural
culture could also be considered.
O nce the goals and objectives portion o f the state growth policy is established, then
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tools, policies, and strategies that incorporate these ecological goals and objectives can be
identified. F or instance, grow th policy and subdivision regulation requirements, land
acquisition strategies, state environm ental education strategies, pollution prevention, multijurisdictional participation, public collaboration, and m onitoring and evaluating strategies can
be established (Berke et al, 1996; Malone, 2000).

Mandatory Lj)cal Growth Policies
O ne o f the main barriers, according to E lm endorf and Luloff (1999), that keep local
governm ents from incorporating ecological approaches into land use planning is state
legislation that enables but does not require local governm ents to develop com prehensive
plans. Therefore, under an established state grow th policy, the next possible step M ontana
can take is to develop and im plem ent a state m andate that requires all local jurisdictions —
cities and counties —to establish planning boards and prepare, adopt, im plem ent, and follow
a high quality legally binding grow th policy that is consistent with the goals and objectives o f
the state grow th policy. Local jurisdictions could also be required to plan and manage for
growth, and create an official map that designates ecological areas that could be protected as
well as areas for later public im provem ent and use (Meek et al, 2001). The state could require
that all grow th policies be reviewed for consistency with state goals, and local governm ents
could be directed to evaluate their grow th policy and land-use planning regulations on a
periodic basis and revise them if necessary.
Studies have clearly indicated that local governments are m ore likely to prepare
comprehensive.plans and im plem ent planning w hen mandates are present, than w hen states
leave plan preparation and adoption to the discretion o f local jurisdictions (Berke et al,
1996). It was also found that local plans prepared under state planning mandates are o f
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higher quality than plans produced under no mandate, and tend to have stronger fact basis,
goals and objectives, and stronger-planning policies (Berke et, al, 1996). Ecological issues
stem ming from growth pressures, developers, econom ic expansion, and political opposition
can also be m ore significantly overcom e by the presence o f a m andate (Degrove, 1992;
Berke et al, 1996). Appropriately designed and im plem ented state mandates can im plant local
planning where it would otherwise n o t take place and change the structure and content o f
local plans for the better.
Part o f the mandate could include a grow th policy section on protection and
managem ent o f ecological systems. T he state could set minimum requirements and local
governm ents could then opt to enact m ore stringent standards in their grow th policy.
Specific elements that could be required in this growth policy section include: multijurisdictional coordination, coordination and collaboration with the public and other
stakeholders, and planning approaches based on ecological boundaries (Brody, 2004). The
section may also contain policies that addess protection o f critical habitat such as wetlands,
riparian areas, forests, grasslands, watersheds, as well as any other critical habitat comprising
broader ecological systems (Arline, 1999).
A second option to this suggested step would be to mandate that urbanized or
rapidly growing counties and cities create and im plem ent planning boards, official maps, and
grow th policies with a section on protecting ecological systems. In rural or slow growing
counties only certain elements o f the m andate would be required (Meek et al, 2001).
M ontana’s population grow th is n o t balanced between the east and west. Many counties and
cities, particularly in Central and W estern M ontana, are growing at a rapid rate, while others
are growing very slowly or have declining population rates. So, while land-use planning
mandates are im portant for all local governm ents, it may be difficult for poorer rural
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jurisdictions to participate if m ore standards or mandates are applied (Meek et al, 2001). The
following is an example o f how this approach could work.
A grow th policy m andate could require that all local governm ents — cities and
counties —establish a planning board. A planning board can be an essential tool to govern
growth, im plem ent subdivision regulations, prom ote the protection and restoration o f
natural systems, and help guide the development patterns within that jurisdiction. Counties
and cities will also still be mandated to create and im plem ent subdivision regulations.
However, this is w here the similarities end.
Inspired

by

the

W ashington

G row th

M anagem ent A ct

(Washington

State

Legislature, 2005), counties that have a certain minimum population, or counties that have
had their population increase by m ore than the M ontana state grow th rate over a ten year
period, with the grow th rate resulting in an absolute change o f so many people, would be
required to im plem ent all elements o f the mandate. Cities w ithin those counties would also
have to im plem ent all requirements. These decisive numbers that would designate a county
would be determ ined by the state.
Counties and cities that do n o t fall under the above criteria would be required to
establish a planning board and subdivision regulations, as well as do an inventory o f existing
characteristics and features o f the jurisdictional area. Areas to inventory could include: land
uses, population, housing needs, economic conditions, local services, public facilities, natural
resources, im portant ecological areas such as riparian areas and wildlife habitat, and other
characteristics and features proposed by the planning board. Requirements like these are p ut
in place in order to help guide any developm ent that may occur in the county or city, and to
help avoid any ecological losses. The State, however, could encourage and assist rural and
slow growing counties and cities to create growth policies' and official maps. Providing
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incentives such as funding, education, and technical support could be a great way to
encourage such planning practices (Meek, et al, 2001). Slow growth that is poorly planned
can have the same effect on an area in twenty years that ten years o f poorly planned rapid
grow th can have. It is better that even slow growing and rural counties take a proactive
stance instead o f having to take a “damage control” approach in the future (Brody et al,
2004).

H elp Build Local Capacity To Achieve State Goals
In order for local governm ents to follow, or be encouraged to follow these
mandates, and in order to make the im plem entation o f ecological principles into local land
use planning simpler, the State o f M ontana needs to help build local capacity to achieve state
goals like grow th management and ecological protection. M ost local governm ents in
M ontana lack a planning board or have very small boards with limited expertise and
resources (Meek et al, 2001). Building local capacity to plan can be done through w e ll.
developed state financial, technical, and educational assistance, and well as new enabling
incentive and regulatory tools for grow th m anagem ent and conservation (Berke et al, 1996).

1. Funding
O ne main suggestion that survey participants had in the American Planning
Association survey, was that the state o f M ontana needed to provide funding and grants for
planning or give local jurisdictions the authority to generate funding in order to prepare
grow th policies and to be effective in land use planning (Meek et al, 2004). Funding would
also be critical in order for local governm ents to protect and manage natural systems found
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within and adjacent to their jurisdiction, now and in perpetuity. O ther than the C D G B grant,
/■

bonds and local property taxes, there are a num ber o f different ways to generate funds. The
first could be to authorize local governm ents to generate funding through local option
developm ent excise taxes. D evelopm ent excise taxes are similar to im pact fees, but the
public m ust approve them, and the level o f the tax does n o t have to bear any relationship to
the cost o f providing services to the developm ent (Snyder and Bird, 1998). O ther options
m ight include clearly authorized im pact fees, local option sales tax, or a pollution tax. State
level o r local option real estate transfer taxes could also be authorized to generate funds
(Meek et al, 2001). A real estate transfer tax is assessed on real property when ownership o f
the property is transferred between parties. These types o f taxes are used in many areas to
fund programs designed to preserve rapidly depleting open spaces in commercial or
residential areas, (Cordero, 2005).

2. Technical support and education
In regards to technical assistance, the state has already authorized the D epartm ent o f
Commerce to cooperate with and provided technical assistance to counties and cities.
However, the D epartm ent o f Comm erce deals mostly with economic and social issues.
There is litde technical support provided to cities and counties regarding ecological
com ponents and natural systems. There are also very few education programs established to
teach planners about grow th management, ecological systems and their processes, and how
these systems are impacted by growth (Meek et al, 2001).
Better legislation and programs could therefore be established by the state to educate
local governm ents and their planning boards on ecological concepts and planning theories
(e.g. sm art grow th and green infrastructure), help educate citizens on such perspectives, and
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provide a broader range o f technical assistance (Meek et al, 2001). This assistance could
involve encouraging the use o f Geographic Inform ation Systems (GIS). GIS helps planners
not only understand w here critical ecological areas are, but also the degree to which they are
in need o f protection. As an analytical tool, GIS helps project the future and enables
planners to make proactive choices about the m anagement and protection o f existing natural
systems. GIS can serve as an educational tool by explaining complicated problems to
planning participants w ho are n o t technically orientated (Brody, 2003). Making data layers in
several formats easily available for local governments to download should be an im portant
step in technical assistance.

3. Incentive and regulatory tools
Local governments cannot manage for grow th or protect and manage ecological
systems w ithout the tools to do so. Therefore, The state could create and approve legislation
that authorizes a myriad o f innovative tools that would allow cities and counties to expand
their grow th m anagement and ecological protection tool box, and prom ote strategies and
tactics that are designed to overcome resistance to change within legal limits and peaceful
practice (Friedmann, 1993). Every community is different, with varying circumstances and
planning cultures. A num ber o f different tools are therefore needed to accommodate
different local jurisdictions and their strategies for planning and ecological conservation.
These innovative policies and tools can be authorized by the state in specific statues,
and then either, one, require that the D epartm ent o f Comm erce develop m odel ordinances
that local governments in M ontana could adapt for their own use, or, two, just sufficiently
i

describe and detail the tool or approach in the statute so it would n o t be necessary to
develop a model ordinance (Meek et al, 2001). Table 11 gives a num ber o f possible growth
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management and open space/conservation tools that could be authorized. They include land
acquisition, regulatory, and incentive based tools, all o f which have a specific purpose and
can be very effective in the m anagement o f grow th and protection o f M ontana’s natural
systems.

Table 11. T ools for m anaging urban growth and proteeting natural system s
Tools for manapin p urban growth
1.

Public acquisition
•

2.

Fee simple purchase to create public .
ow nership'of parks, recreation areas, forests,
wildlife refuges, wilderness areas, greenways,
or environmentally sensitive areas.

1.

Public acquisition
•

Regulation
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

3.

Tools for protecting open space and the natural
svstems

2.

Rate o f growth controls, growth-phasing
regulations
Developm ent moratoria, interim
development regulations
Adequate public facility ordinances
Up-zoning or small-lot zoning, minimum
density zoning
Greenbelts
Urban growth boundaries
Urban sendee boundaries

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Regulation
• Subdivision exactions
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Incentives

•
•
•
•
•

Development impact fees
Development impact taxes, real estate
transfer taxes
Infill and redevelopment incentives
Split-rate property tax
Location efficient mortgages
Historic rehabilitation tax credits
Brownfield redevelopment

3.

Fee simple purchase to create public
ownership o f parks, recreation areas, forests,
wildlife refuges, wilderness areas, greenways,
or environmentally sensitive areas.

Cluster zoning
Conservation zones/overlay districts
Buffer requirements
Buffer overlay zones
Subdivision standards
Building and set back standards
Restrictions on exotic plants and removal o f
native vegetation
Down-zoning or large lot zoning
Exclusive agricultural or forestry zoning
Mitigation, ordinances and banking
Concentrating rural development
Non-transitional zoning

Incentives
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Incentives for cluster developments
Density' bonuses
Mitigation banking
Right-to-farm laws
Im pact fee waivers
Agricultural districts
Transfer o f development rights
Purchase o f development rights,
conservation easements
’•
Property' tax relief for conservation
easements
•
Use-value tax assessment
(Berke et al, 1996; Meek et al, 2001; Brody, 2003; Bengston et al, 2004).
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Public acquisition o f land to manage growth and protect open space and natural
systems requires that the city or county purchase the land and place it in public ownership.
This can be done with excess funds the city or county may have, or through the use o f
bonds specifically established to preserve open space or critical ecological areas. It also helps
to shape grow th patterns and grow th m anagement by protecting certain areas from being
developed and pushing grow th into areas that are less critical ecologically (Bengston et al,
2004).
Regulatory approaches m ost often restrict a certain activity in a specified area. There
are a plethora o f different tools that can be used in order to manage growth and protect
ecological systems. A development moratorium is a growth m anagem ent policy, which places a
prohibition on the issuance o f building permits. It is often used in rapidly growing areas to
buy time needed for planning long-term solutions. Growth-phasingprograms only allow a certain
am ount o f building permits in a given year, while greenbelts, urban growth boundaries, and Urban
service boundaries are all types o f urban containm ent policies (Bengston et al, 2004). Zoning

tends to be the core technique used m ost often for grow th m anagem ent and ecological
protection, it includes regulations on the increase or decrease o f developm ent density, cluster
developments, conservation zoning districts and overlays, or forest arid agricultural zoning
(Bengston et al, 2004).
Incentive-based approaches involve distribution or w ithholding o f m onetary or n o n
monetary material resources in order to alter behavior (Bengston et al, 2004). The distinctive
characteristic o f incentive-based approaches is that no one is obligated to take a particular
course o f action. It is voluntary. There are a num ber o f incentive based approaches for
managing growth and protecting open space and natural systems, as shown in table 11.
Development impact fees are used to help finance off-site impacts and infrastructure costs o f
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developm ent, b u t they can be used to encourage more efficient developm ent patterns by
discouraging developm ent through higher im pact fees or lower im pact fees depending on
the area. Infill and redevelopment incentives help direct developm ent into areas that have already
been developed by using subsidized land costs, tax exemptions or reductions, im provements
to infrastructure, reduction o f developm ent fees, and low interest loans (Bengston et al,
2004). Transfer o f development rights and purchase o f development rights are based on the idea that
ow nership o f land involves a bundle o f rights. The transfer o f developm ent rights allows the
sale or transfer o f developm ent rights from one land parcel in order to increase development
on other properties. Future use o f the original parcel is then protected from developm ent by
means o f a deed restriction or a perm anent conservation easement. In the purchase o f
developm ent rights, the landowner voluntarily sells the developm ent rights b u t retains title to
the land. A conservation easement is than used to protect the land (Bengston et al, 2004).
Use-value ta x assessment, on the other hand, provides landowners with an incentive to maintain

their land in its current use rather than sell it for development. In this incentive, land is taxed
at a lower forestry or agricultural value rather than the higher values associated with
developed uses (Bengston et al, 2004).

A State Planning Department
T he final step regarding the state o f M ontana’s role could be to create a state level
Land Use Planning D epartm ent for the state. This planning departm ent could be an
independent body in charge o f maintaining the state growth policy. T he departm ent may
develop state goals, create plans, and establish broad based support for planning, growth
management, and conservation o f M ontana’s ecological systems (Meek et al, 2001). It could
serve as a consultant on planning matters between the state and local governm ents, offer
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educational seminars for planning boards, and provide technical assistance. T he departm ent
could review grow th policies for consistency with state goals, and enforce any state mandates
and guidelines, possibly withholding state funds from local governments that fail to abide by
m andate requirements (Nelson, 1999). The Land Use Planning D epartm ent could also be
responsible for periodically reviewing the state grow th policy, as well as requiring and
making sure that local governments evaluate their grow th policy, land-use regulations, and
ecological conservation strategies on a periodic basis (Meek et al, 2001).
Creating a state land-use planning framework, requiring m andatory land-use planning
policies, providing funding and technical assistance, and establishing a state planning
departm ent are just a few o f the suggestions that may help improve planning, growth
management, and protection o f the natural systems here in M ontana. W hen local
governments are provided guidelines from a state planning framework, provided support by
state enabling legislation, grants and funding options, environm ental and land-use education,
technical assistance, and a planning departm ent to give direction, im proved planning and
ecological protection will becom e m ore realizable (Elm endorf and Luloff, 1999).

The Role o f Counties and Cities
A n ecological approach to planning and the im plem entation o f ecological principles
is especially critical at the local jurisdictional level, because the vast majority o f factors
affecting natural systems, such as rapid urban developm ent and habitat fragmentation, or
wildlife protection and habitat restoration, occur at the local level and are created by local
land use decisions (Brody, 2003). T hat is why it is im portant that thoughtful policies and
actions, that incorporate ecological principals, be im plem ented into local level planning. So,
while protecting and managing ecological systems may require a state planning framework,
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focusing on broad spatial scales and multiple jurisdictions, it is better planning policies at the
local level that will be the m ost essential. T o think big, planning m ust start small (Brody,
2003).
There are a num ber o f steps local jurisdictions can take to incorporate ecological
approaches and principles into land use planning. M ost o f these suggestions will revolve
around grow th polices. This is because growth policies are the framework that provides the
vision a n d ,direction for all land use planning decisions in a given jurisdiction, and are an
im portant tool for accomplishing the goals o f ecological protection and management.
G row th policies mark the starting point for specific ordinances, land developm ent codes,
and environm ental policies (Brody, 2003). The structure and guidelines established in a
growth policy can have a significant effect on zoning, subdivision regulations, and other land
use planning policies. However, before suggested steps for grow th policies can be discussed,
recom m endations for planning boards and collaboration with the public and stakeholders
m ust be addressed.
Planning boards, local residents, and stakeholders can all have a significant influence
on grow th policies as well as other planning ordinances. A planning board can be an
essential tool to govern growth. They develop and im plem ent the grow th policy, establish
t

and enforce subdivision regulations, review subdivision proposals, prom ote the protection
and restoration o f natural systems, and help guide the developm ent patterns within that
jurisdiction. Collaboration am ong local residents and stakeholders is also im portant to
alleviate distrust, instill knowledge in residents and stakeholders, and create plans that
everyone can agree on. G row th policies along with other planning strategies should n o t be
established w ithout the consensus o f the com munity and involved stakeholders.
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A planning board’s role is to im prove the present health, safety, welfare, and
convenience o f their citizens, and to plan for the future developm ent o f their communities
(M ontana State Legislature, 2003). In order to fulfill this role, they need to have knowledge
and expertise in a variety o f different subjects (e.g. planning, collaboration, land use planning
law). However, in order for ecological principles to be im plem ented into land use planning,
an understanding o f natural systems and the processes that sustain them should also be
required o f planning boards (Palmer et al, 2004). Having an awareness o f how a given plan
or strategy protects or impacts an ecological system can help planners and decision-makers
be m ore precise and effective in their efforts to prom ote ecologically sustainable approaches
to development.
Encouraging the state o f M ontana to establish education programs is one way to
achieve this requirement. However, local governments can also dp their part by filling
planning board positions with professionals,who have the knowledge and expertise, or by
establishing training and continuing education requirements for members o f the planning
board. Education subjects could include: growth management, conservation easements,
citizen participation and citizen driven planning, incentive strategies to preserve open space,
ecology, biology, forestry, the integration o f scientific inform ation into grow th policies and
m anagement plans, the fiscal impacts o f various forms o f developm ent and land-use, as well
as any other ecological approaches to planning (Hansen et al, 2002).

Effective Collaboration
U nder an ecological approach to land use planning, one vital com ponent is the
involvem ent o f people at all levels. Ecological systems are dynamic and diverse, as are the

social and economic com ponents that exist in these systems (Meffe et al, 2002). Therefore, a
. diversity o f solutions and inputs, as well as a sufficiendy sound basis o f agreement, are
necessary for better m ore effective planning to be possible (Cullingworth and Caves, 2003).
This can be done by going well beyond the narrow interests that typically dominate land-use
planning and bringing in a broad range o f potentially affected populations into the process
from the very beginning, making this involvement a cornerstone o f planning (Friedman,
1993; Murry, 1995; C ortner and M oote, 1999; Meffe et al, 2002; Bengston et al, 2004).
Citizen and stakeholder involvement can generate a plethora o f inform ation, as well
as prom ote understanding and agreement on issues and the various ways o f solving them
(Meffe et al, 2002). Collaboration can reduce the potential for latent groups who oppose
proposed policies to unexpectedly emerge at the last m om ent. It can ease the formation o f
coalitions and social networks that can expedite com munity action and make plans a reality
(Cortner and M oote, 1999). Collaboration can em power the public by transferring a good
portion o f the pow er to citizens and giving them a sense o f ownership o f planning proposals
(Cortner and M oote, 1999; Burby, 2003). It can also help to educate. Planners, citizens,
stakeholders, involved agencies, project scientists, and organizations can all learn from one
another. Many citizens are poorly inform ed about land use planning, ecological processes,
and the impacts o f grow th and urban development. Professionals in planning and science
I

can make inform ation available to citizens and teach them about why approaches that
manage and protect ecological systems are so im portant for communities (Meffe et al, 2002).
Citizens can also educate planners, agencies, and scientists on current local situations,
concerns, and any other relevant local knowledge (Slocombe, 1998; H ansen et al, 2002).
Through education, people learn to overcome conflict and their fear o f those different from
themselves. They also learn that their self interests are often similar to others and that all are
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trying to reach a com m on good (Cortner and M oote, 1999; Meffe et al, 2002).
T herefore,. local governm ents could create a strategy for collaboradon that defines
the role o f citizens and stakeholders in the planning process, details collaboration guidelines,
as well as different types o f collaboration m ethods. Collaboration with local citizens and
stakeholders could be required throughout the entire creation o f the grow th policy, the
design and im plem entation o f any strategies and policies, subdivision regulations, zoning,
and any other projects that will be im plem ented based o ff o f the grow th policy. By
completing this task, cities and counties indicate that they have made the com m itm ent to
public involvement in the land-use planning process.
The following are a,n u m b er o f collaborative m ethods that can be used by local
jurisdictions to im plem ent public participation. Planners can prom ote greater participation
by ensuring that citizens’ and stakeholders’ contributions are meaningful. This can be done
by providing inform ation about problem s and alternative ways o f solving them , and by
providing opportunities for dialogue am ong citizens and between citizens and planners
(Burby, 2003). M ethods that allow for education and public dialogue include: focus groups,
w orkshops, charrettes, displays and exhibits at local events, planning teams, tow n meetings,
and public meetings (Elm endorf and Luloff, 1999; Meffe et al, 2002). Local jurisdictions can
also use em powerm ent techniques including: com mittee work, participatory research,
education, and volunteerism to increase the quality and effectiveness o f the planning process
(Elm endorf and Luloff, 1999). These m ethods, while all very useful, may n o t necessarily
w ork for all communities. Local governm ents should employ a variety o f specific methods
based on their community and its planning issues and needs.
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Growth Policies

,

Because grow th policies are the framework that provides the vision and direction for
all land use planning decisions in a given jurisdiction, in order for land use plans and
strategies to actually w ork well, a local governm ent’s grow th policy needs to be effective. T o
make growth policies successful, they need to be proactive, helping communities lay out
their vision o f developm ent patterns, growth, and ecological conservation initiatives well into
the future (Brody et al, 2004). They need to be m ore than a casual docum ent. G row th
policies need to be specific and precise, having a lasting and positive relationship to land-use
decisions. Berke et al. (1996) agree, finding that clearly defined goals and objectives,
strategies and tools, implementation, and m onitoring processes were a strong predictor o f
local success in planning for grow th and in managing and protecting ecological systems.
Because o f M ontana’s current vague guidelines for grow th policies (Meek et al, 2001), local
governments have the opportunity and are encouraged to create a more stringent highly
detailed policy framework from which all planning decisions and strategies can take place.
Local governm ents could also consider adding additional elements to their grow th policy
beyond w hat is expected. The final criterion found in the grow th policy legislation states that
a planning board may propose, and the governing bodies may adopt, additional elements o f
a growth policy in order to fulfill the purpose o f the grow th policy chapter (M ontana State
Legislature, 2003). Such elements m ight include, if n o t already mandated by the state o f
M ontana as one o f their suggested steps, a section on the protection and m anagem ent o f the
ecological systems found within and adjacent to jurisdictional boundaries.
This conservation section could recognize ecological systems and their value by
emphasizing the protection and management o f open space and natural systems. It could
prom ote and im plem ent principles like: ecological integrity, holistic integration o f science,
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data collection and education, ecological boundaries rather than jurisdictional, diversity and
connectivity, socially defined goals and objectives, multi-jurisdictional cooperation, nature in
humanity, em powerm ent and inclusiveness o f people, the integration o f socioeconomic and
institutional perspectives into the ecological, and m onitoring and evaluation (Cortner and
M oote; 1999; E lm endorf and Luloff, 1999; Meffe et al, 2002). Using collaboration
throughout the entire process w ith residents, stakeholders, and public agencies, a framework
could be created that would include: factual basis and inventory, com m unity defined goals
and objectives, inter-jurisdictional coordination and capabilities, strategies a n d . tools,
implem entation, and m onitoring and evaluation (Meffe et al, 2002; Brody, 2003). This
suggested framework can also be used when developing the social, economic, and
institutional com ponents o f the growth policy and carrying out the many requirements
found in the M ontana’s growth policy legislation.

1. Inventory and factual basis
The inventory and factual basis step o f the conservation section reveals the
ecological com ponents and processes that exist within the jurisdiction as well as outside its
boundaries. It also helps to recognize w hat the possible future trends and impacts may be.
This step helps identify potential places in the landscape that could be best suited to either
ecological or socioeconomic objectives, and provides an inform ational base upon which
goals and policies rely (Hansen et al, 2002; Meffe et al, 2002, Brody, 2003). This step m ust
consider the many socioeconomic and institutional impacts on natural systems and
ecological services, as well as the hum an needs and expectations o f ecological systems (Szaro
et al, 1998).
A possible way to complete this step is to first, do a data collection and inventory for
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all ecological com ponents both within and surrounding jurisdictional borders. This includes
inventorying existing data sets and then collecting necessary data that is missing. D ata can be
placed in one o f three categories: ecological resources, ownership patterns, or hum an
impacts and influence (Mazzotti and M orgenstern, 1997; Brody, 2003). Second, the projected
impacts, where applicable, should be assessed. Third, data and inventor}'' should be
expressed in both written and visual forms (Brody, 2003).
W hen doing the data collection and inventor}', inform ation can be placed in one o f
three categories. The ecological resource category may include: gathering data o f watershed
boundaries, habitat boundaries, classifications o f wildlife and vegetation, threatened and
endangered species, invasive and exotic species, identification o f critical habitat, description
o f ecological functions and im portant ecological services, areas o f high biodiversity, critical
corridors that facilitate the m ovem ents and migration o f key species, hazardous fire areas,
scenic areas, river and riparian corridors, recreational resources, productive forest resources,
special and unique landscapes, wetlands, groundw ater resources, floodways and floodplains,
vulnerable landscapes and soils, m oderate and steep slopes, and viewsheds (Elm endorf and
Luloff, 1999; Brody, 2003; Brody et al, 2004; Palmer et al, 2004).
The hum an ownership category characterizes the existing m anagement and
ownership o f all lands within the jurisdiction as well as lands extending beyond the
jurisdictional border. In order to identify new lands for protection and w here to direct
growth, knowledge about current ownership and m anagem ent agencies should be obtained
(Brody et al, 2004). This could include: m apping ownership o f all private land, adjacent
jurisdictions, m apping areas in conservation easements and perm anent ecological protection,
public lands, as well as the netw ork o f public and conservation lands. M anagem ent status
identification for conservation areas and public lands should also be obtained (Brody, 2004).
J
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The third category is hum an impacts and influence. This category identifies natural
resource problems generated from hum an development, and identifies community values
regarding ecological protection and m anagem ent (Brody, 2003). D ata collected under this
category may include: the developm ent o f wetlands, w ater pollution, loss o f fisheries and
marine habitat, road density, alteration o f waterways, habitat fragmentation, existing
environmental regulations, and w hat factors are contributing to the im poverishm ent o f
natural systems. Community, corporate, and institutional values regarding ecological systems,
and expectations o f the public concerning conservation and developm ent o f natural systems
should also be identified (Mazzotti and M orgenstern, 1997; Brody, 2003; Palmer et al, 2004).
By identifying the hum an caused ecological impacts and any environmental values the
community has, local governments dem onstrate the degree in which they are aware o f
ecological problem s and community needs, and their desire to im prove existing conditions
and im plem ent community values into.the planning process (Brody, 2003).
The next two stages in the factual basis and inventory step involve projecting
impacts and trends and displaying data and inventory in w ritten and visual forms. Future
trends should be determined for the life o f the grow th policy and can include: future land
uses, natural resources use, future ecological impacts, wildlife population trends, or
recreation and tourism trends. Tools such as field studies, rem ote sensing, global positioning
and geographic inform ation systems, and com puter simulation models can be powerful tools
for ecological and land-use assessment (Mazzotti and M orgenstern, 1997; Hansen, et al, 2002;
Brody, 2003). By using these types o f tools, maps and reports can be produced that identify
critical wildlife habitat, corridors, linkages, wetlands, and other im portant ecological areas.
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2. Community defined goals and objectives
A fter the factual basis and inventory has been com pleted, the next step o f the
conservation section is establishing com m unity defined goals and objectives. This section
will help guide the direction o f m anagement and protection o f ecological systems by setting a
' future condition in which the local com munity aspires (Meffe et’ al, 2002). It reflects the
values o f the city or county, contains the statements that becom e catalysts for action, and
helps to prioritize issues and problem s that the community is faced with (Meffe et al, 2002;
Brody, 2003, Brody et al, 2004). A goal is a general description o f w hat the county or city
seeks to accomplish and wants to emphasize (Meffe et al, 2002). They are visionary, general,
and qualitative. Goals, however, are n o t designed to be achieved. Instead they express
intention and point the direction. They do n o t define the route (Meffe et al, 2002). They are
also im portant in providing a standard for measuring success, and as a scale for balancing
com peting demands on a particular resource (Mazzotti and M orgenstern, 1997). Objectives,
on the other hand, are created from goals and are measurable, quantitative, specific, and
designed to be achieved (Meffe et al, 2002; Brody, 2003). Through com m unity and
stakeholder input, ecological goals and objectives should be created for the jurisdiction as
well as the extended area around the jurisdictional boundary. T he integration o f social,
economic, and. institutional perspectives into ecological goals and objectives should be a
priority.
W hen defining the goals and objectives, goals should be clear, concise, and welldefined. Goals for ecological protection should be spatially specific and prescriptive and
provide m ore detail than vague com m itm ents to preserving and sustaining natural systems.
Well defined goals are more likely to protect the functionality o f these systems, as well as
their unique landscapes and rare species (Brody et al, 2004). Goals under an ecological
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perspective should also imply and reflect specific values and limits. They should reflect the
wide range o f values that exist, accept and recognize the inevitability o f change, synthesize a
wide range o f inform ation and knowledge, and be tentative and evolving as conditions and
knowledge change, (Slocombe, 1998). For example, goals might include: “ to manage and
enhance viable native ecological communities to protect the functions o f natural systems and
the diversity o f native plants, animals, and fisheries, particularly those endangered or
threatened” (Brody, 2003), or “to maintain or restore the composition, structure, and
function o f the natural ecosystem for long term sustainability, while integrating and
accommodating the social, economic, and institutional com ponents” (Meffe et al, 2002).
Objectives should be specific and contain explicit measures and targets in order to
actualize broad statements and strengthen the ability o f local plans to protect and sustain
ecological systems. Objectives should be SMART, meaning they are specific and thoroughly
define a positive change that can be made. They are measurable and quantitative, providing a
way to measure if an objective has been achieved. It also means objectives are accountable,
stating that the local governm ent and the planning board have accepted responsibility for
addressing objectives and doing the work. They are realistic, having a reasonable possibility o f
happening and are within the planning board and local governments sphere o f responsibility
or influence, and they are time fixed, stating when it will be done as well as intermediate
deadlines o r milestones (Meffe et al, 2002). Examples o f ecological objectives, based o ff o f
the above stated goals, would be: “maintain 70 percent o f wildlife habitat within the local
jurisdiction,” o r “a 30 percent reduction in nutrient run-off to reduce impacts on aquatic
systems.”
It is im portant in the developm ent process to ask a num ber o f questions about w hat
the com m unity values and where they w ant the future direction o f their city or county to go
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(Meffe et al, 2002). W hat ecological services (e.g. clean water, clean air, recreation) does the
community value? W hat ecological com ponents (e.g. wildlife, forests, wedands, riparian
areas) does the com m unity w ant to maintain? H ow

should the community grow

economically while sustaining ecological systems? Is ecological sustainability im portant?
These are all questions that should be considered. This type o f data gathering can be done in .
the factual basis and inventory step o f the conservation section and than further examined in
the goals and objectives stage.

3. Multi-jurisdictional coordination
W hen the goals and objectives have been, established, the next step in the
conservation section involves multi-jurisdictional coordination. Natural systems cannot be
conserved across jurisdictional lines w ithout cooperation from multiple jurisdictions and
planning agencies (Elm endorf and Luloff, 1999). Counties and cities are already required to
create a statem ent o f how they will coordinate and cooperate with other jurisdictions. They
m ust explain how the governing body will coordinate and cooperate with the county, if they
are a city or town; how the governing body will coordinate and cooperate with cities and
towns, if they are a county (Montana State Legislature, 2003). However, specific details on
how local jurisdictions will cooperate with other agencies (e.g. federal and state land
agencies) are needed.
Ecological systems do n o t adhere to local jurisdictions and land ownership, and the
policies o f a jurisdiction affect and are affected by the policies o f other communities,
counties, and agencies. Therefore, ecological protection, and m anagem ent o f natural systems
should be considered a boundary spanning issue and n o t isolated to individual jurisdictions
(Benedict and M chahon, 2002). Planning and coordination should be considered on a larger
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landscape scale, based on ecological systems or watershed boundaries and n o t on hum an
defined boundaries (Slocombe, 1998; Benedict and M chahon, 2002; Brody et al, 2004). In
order to take this approach, cooperation and coordination needs to take place across
jurisdictions, agencies, organizations, and land-ownerships. This is done in order to.
understand and work with the differing objectives o f jurisdictions and the variety o f and
differences in values, goals, and m anagem ent strategies (Zube, 1995). C ooperation should
occur in order to build alliances and partnerships and to integrate the values and knowledge
o f a broad array o f jurisdictions and organizations into one cohesive unit with mutually
agreed upon goals (Friedman, 1993; Zube, 1995; E lm endorf and Luloff, 1999; H ansen et al,

2002).
In this stage o f conservation section, local governm ents could create a statem ent
with two com ponents to it. The first com ponent is a declaration that captures the ability o f
the local jurisdiction to coordinate and cooperate with neighboring jurisdictions. Cities
should explain how they will coordinate and cooperate with cities that are adjacent to their
borders as well as the county in which they are located. I f the jurisdiction is a county, they
should explain how they will coordinate w ith cities within their borders as well as counties
adjacent to their borders(Brody et al, 2004, Brody, 2003). The second com ponent addresses
how a local jurisdiction will coordinate with local and regional organizations, landowners, as
well as any public land agencies. Specifics o f each com ponent should address which cities,
counties, agencies, organizations and landowners will be involved as well as the critical
factors and techniques necessary to foster cooperation and coordination (Brody et al, 2004,
Brody, 2003).
Techniques and building blocks to improve multi-jurisdictional coordination include:
joint fact finding, inform ation sharing, inter-governm ental agreements, joint com prehensive
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plans, joint pow er agreements, com m itm ent o f financial resources, conflict m anagement
processes, and integration o f other city’s, county’s, or agency’s ecological plans (Elm endorf
and Luloff, 1999; Brody et al, 2004). M ost respondents in the public land agency survey
stated they would be very willing to help local governm ents develop grow th policies and
planning strategies. Therefore, establishing ongoing dialog within multidisciplinary teams
com prised o f planners, public land agency staff, and other organizations can be a very
im portant building block (Picket el al, 2004).

4. Strategies and tools
The next step should set forth specific principles for the m anagem ent and protection
o f ecological systems. It requires identifying and defining the strategies and tools that will
used to in order to achieve the city or counties ecological goals and objectives as well as any
coordinated in ter-jurisdictional goals and objectives (Brody et al, 2004). In order to achieve
this step, possible land use and ecological strategies could be stated arid then defined using
regulatory, incentive, land acquisition, or other types o f tools th at.th e county or city may
w ant to implement.
The creation o f an official conservation map could be first. O nce the maps and text
containing all o f the required data are complete, the ecological goals and objectives stated,
and multi-jurisdictional coordination established, an official conservation map could be
created. This map can be a device local governm ents can use to designate land areas for
public im provem ent and appoint areas for conservation. It helps direct grow th and protect
natural systems by indicating w hat areas future grow th can occur in and where developm ent
should be avoided (Meek et al, 2001). It also helps the public visualize future grow th and
gives notice o f w hat the local governm ent intends to develop and conserve in the future
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(Meek et al, 2001). The map may designate land into several categorizes including: agriculture
and ranch land, im portant wetland and riparian areas, critical wildlife habitat, linkage
corridors, multiple use areas, and developable land (Cohn and Lerner, 2003). Strategies could
then be created for each o f these designated areas. Strategies that can also be helpful in
setting criteria for subdivision review and zoning.
In order to define these strategies and make them as successful as possible, the land
acquisition, regulatory, or incentive based tools could be defined. Many o f these tools were
presented in the “role o f the state” section o f this chapter. It should be emphasized that
using multiple, reinforcing tools is far m ore effective than relying on a single technique.
Local jurisdictions could prom ote interlinking and coordinating individual techniques in a
synergistic m anner rather than applied incrementally and individually in order to achieve
effective land-use planning and ecological protection (Bengston et al, 2004). However,
relying strictly on prohibition regulations to protect the natural systems, like M ontana’s local
jurisdictions often do, is n o t the approach that should always be taken. -What could be
considered is the application o f better voluntary incentive based tools to com plem ent
regulatory tools (Meek et al, 2001). F or example, to conserve natural habitat, a regulator}'
conservation zone or overlay district could be p u t in place in a designated wildlife habitat
area and then incentives-based tools such as cluster developm ent incentives, conservation
easements, purchase or transfer or developm ent rights, or tax incentives could be used to
maintain the conservation area (EQC, 1999). Every com munity is different, with varying
circumstances and planning cultures. Therefore, a variety o f tools could be used to reflect
the different circumstances found in each community.
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5. Implementation
O nce the city or county has established strategies, policies, and tools they can m ove
on to the next step regarding im plem entation. This step could articulate the mechanisms and
procedures needed to im plem ent the conservation section o f the growth policy after it is
adopted, and could conceptualize a com m itm ent to im plementing this section in the future
(Brody, 2003). A n im plem entation strategy should be fully developed and defined to increase
the quality and effectiveness o f this step. Clearly defined elements may include: a timetable
for implem entation, designate w ho is responsible for actions taken, how adopted standards
will be enforced, and how those w ho fail to comply with this section will be penalized. The
im plem entation strategy may also include a provision for technical assistance, description o f
the basic principles for administration efficiency including possible perm its and how they
/

will be approved, any guidelines that m ust be followed in order to im plem ent a project, the
role and involvem ent o f the public in the im plem entation process, and identification o f costs
and funding for im plem entation and m onitoring (Brody, 2003). These elements will help to
ensure that policies and strategies required in the conservation section are actually executed
and adhered to by the community (Meffe et al, 2002; Brody, 2003). Cities and counties
should be aware that planning is a long-term com m itm ent, and that, in the case o f ecological
protection and management, they should plan on being involved forever.

6. Monitoring and evaluation
Because cities and counties will be involved in planning for the long run, m onitoring
and evaluation guidelines and criteria could be established as the final step. This is done in
order to make sure that the conservation section o f the growth' policy i s . directing
«

m anagem ent and protection o f open space and ecological systems and their com position,
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structure, and function, in the right way. It also serves as a m ethod to determine if any
changes need to be made (Meffe et al, 2002). Because ecological systems are dynamic and
the socioeconomic and institutional com ponents found within and outside a jurisdiction are
ever changing, the m onitoring and evaluation stage is m eant to express a city’s or county’s
com m itm ent and ability to be flexible and adaptive w here possible. It is a continuous process
o f action-based planning, monitoring, researching, learning from mistakes, and adjusting
with the objective o f im proving future plans (Meffe et al, 2002; Brody, 2003).
M onitoring asks the question “did we change w hat we intended to, change, or did we
direct w hat needed to be directed” (Meffe et al, 2002)? O n the other hand, evaluation asks
the questions “did we achieve our objectives; is this the right way; was this done in a
reasonable way; and why did it work?” Evaluation is the examination o f how a city or
county’s plans and actions turned out and then determining w hat may need to be adjusted in
the future (Meffe et al, 2002). F or both m onitoring and evaluation in the conservation
section, ecological indicators can be used to measure if change, im provem ent, or
achievement o f an objective has truly been accomplished. These indicators should be
measurable, m ust be responsive to change, durable, and provide multiple opportunities for
measurement. Through indicators, a community can adapt to changing conditions and
employ w hat they are learning by setting updated standards to obtain stated goals and
objectives m ost effectively (Meffe et al, 2002).

r

This stage o f the conservation section may include: w ho will be responsible for the
m onitoring and evaluation, how partnerships should be formed with planners, land owners,
other jurisdictions, agencies, and organizations in order to m onitor and evaluate the
biophysical effects and impacts, the time frame for m onitoring and evaluation, how often
m onitoring and evaluation will be done, funding for m onitoring and evaluation, and where
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data will be stored from m onitoring endeavors (Brody, 2003).

T he Role o f Counties and Cities in Im proving Public Land M anagem ent
The recom m ended steps made thus far have all focused on improving local and state
land use planning and prom oting m anagem ent and protection o f ecological systems in
M ontana by alleviating planning constraints and barriers and im plem enting ecological
principles and approaches. However, better grow th m anagement and increased concern o f
ecological impacts, as well as protection and conservation o f these natural systems, may also
help m anagement on public lands becom e m ore successful and easier to im plem ent. M ost o f
the respondents in the public lands agency survey stated that alleviating many o f the
problem s public land agencies are dealing with and being able to m ore successfully
im plem ent public management goals and objectives could likely be accomplished if well
designed, thought-out, m ore consistent planning that im plem ented ecological principles took
place on. adjacent local jurisdictions. T he following are other possible steps, from the public
lands agency survey, that could be considered by counties and cities to im prove their
planning and environmental strategies, and possibly management on public lands. Table 12
expresses many o f the com m ents made by public land agencies managers regarding
im provem ents to local jurisdictions’ planning and ecological plans.
For instance, access was a primary issue expressed by public land agency respondents
in the public lands survey. Cities and counties could alleviate this m anagem ent issue by
planning for access before developm ent occurs. Possible subdivision regulations could
require that developers had to provide and show- approved public land access for all
developments occurring adjacent to public lands. Cities and counties could also be more
proactive in managing access roads to public lands. Maintaining large tracts o f natural habitat

and im portant wildlife corridors that connect with public lands, and than incorporating
recreational trails into those areas, may be a suggestion to increase access into public lands
and protect habitat at the same time.

______________ T ab le 12. P la n n in g R eco m m en d atio n s for L ocal Ju risd ictio n s_______________
• Avoid development on inholdings that require off site development to provide minimum
services
• Requiring state certified boundary surveys
• River setbacks
• Plan proactively
• W orking with agencies when planning and developing land-use strategies
• Look at things from a large-scale landscape perspective
• Recognize ecological processes and understand that ecosystems are dynamic
• Consider viewsheds and better visual standards
• G rowth plans need to be more detailed and specific, right now they are too flexible
• Incorporate natural resource values into policy to ensure they are not lost to poor development
• Inform ation and education on natural systems and processes, and to help citizens understand
public land issues and objectives
• Provide constructive feedback for proposals. Do not approve every development proposal
that is submitted
• Consider the resources o f the forest when looking at economic growth opportunities
• Keep agencies involved and become involved with agency policy and information
• Identify trail needs for outdoor recreation opportunities
• Develop mutually desirable building codes for appropriate land use allocations, i.e. scenic
areas may require burial o f utility' sendees if the private land is developed
• Develop a collaborative approach to mapping the wildland-urban interface and agreeing on
future treatments
• Develop brochures that explain responsibilities o f land owners to their neighbors, consisting
o f both private and public lands. Counties and cities could require realty agents to distribute
this information to potential purchasers
• County' planners and commissioners need training in growth policies that preserve and
protect natural resources
•
Proactive planning is a lot easier to implement than to overlay on existing development.______ _

W orking with public land agencies is a m ajor priority especially around the urbanwildland interface. Therefore Counties and cities near public lands could create a fire
management plan. Strategies at the urban-wildland interface could include: mapping
.

<

hazardous wildfire areas, strategies for fuels reduction, defensible space requirements around
development, educational programs for residents and developers, and response and
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' emergency action strategies w hen fire occurs. A nother step local jurisdictions can consider is
altering subdivision regulations to require that a fire and hazardous fuels assessment be done
in order for a subdivision to be approved. Regulatory approaches such as special zoning in
interface areas that require certain building materials to be .used, vegetation setbacks around
houses, and possible buffer zones around development, could be considered. Coordinated
fire planning with public agencies in order to obtain inform ation on fuel loads, vegetation,
and issues regarding forest health are also im portant. Creating a fire m anagem ent plan not
only helps to protect residents in the community, but it helps fire m anagement on public
lands as well.
Cities and Counties can also provide better guidelines for construction in sensitive
areas and mutually desirable building codes for appropriate land use allocations. For
instance, codes could be established for developments near critical wildlife habitat and
watershed areas. Codes could include certain setbacks and buffers, landscape restrictions,
and septic tank requirements. Counties and cities should also consider visual impacts by
im plem enting codes on developments, which are placed in scenic areas that may be visually
impacted, especially near public lands. Required exterior colors, burial o f utility lines, and
landscape buffers are all possible codes that could be used.
A nd finally, working with public land agencies is key. I f counties and cities are
unaware o f m anagement goals and objectives on public lands, planning will be implem ented
with not regard to the issues that agencies are dealing with and the natural resources they are
trying to protect. I f counties and cities are willing to w ork with 'public land agencies and
coordinate their land-use planning strategies, there will be less conflicts and a more holistic
approach to planning will be developed.
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T he Role o f Public Land Agencies
However, local counties and cities are n o t the only jurisdictions that could benefit
from suggestions. Public land agencies need to do their part as well. As m entioned at the
beginning o f this paper, public lands and private lands are ,all part o f the same ecological
*

system, sharing the same services. Public land agencies, like the Forest Service, BLM, and
N ational Park Service, need to increase their roles in ecological protection by thinking
beyond the boundaries for which they are responsible and n o t just focusing on their
jurisdictions (Wallace, 2002). This means working to integrate public land agency planning
with that o f county and city planning. O ne o f the main themes that came out o f the public
land agency survey was that counties and cities were unaware o f public land agency goals and
objectives, and that public land agencies had very little inform ation regarding county and city
grow th policies and planning agendas. Public land agencies can help inform local
jurisdictions and at the same time increase m anagem ent and protection o f ecological systems
by helping to integrate ecological principles into land use planning (Wallace, 2002). This can
be done in a num ber o f ways.
The first suggestion would be knowledge. Public land agencies need to understand
the planning issues that are taking place on adjacent private land. In particular, agencies need
to better understand adjacent local governm ent policies and planning tools that relate to
growth m anagement and ecological protection. By understanding w hat is occurring adjacent
to the public lands, agencies can w ork with and cooperate with local governments in order to
influence local planning policies for the better, and improve agency management plans at the
same time.
This leads to the second suggestion, helping to influence local governm ent land-use
policies for the better. This can be done in a num ber o f different ways. However, one o f the
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m ost im portant roles that public land agencies can play in affecting land-use policy change is
through education about natural systems, their ecological processes, and the value o f natural
resources (Edward and H erm ansen, 2002). Agencies can encourage communities adjacent to
public lands to becom e aware .of their connection to ecological systems, conduct educational
program s to increase the legitimacy o f natural systems and their ecological com ponents, and
help communities to understand their responsibility to assist with their stewardship (Wallace,
2002). By educating the public and adjacent communities on the value o f these natural
systems, local governm ents can make their planning and developm ent decisions in a more
inform ed m anner (Wallace, 2002).
Public land agencies can also influence local governm ent land-use polices, by
becom ing involved in the planning process. A ttend public meetings, becom e part o f the
collaborative process, and initiate com munication with planners a n d . developers by
responding to requests for com m ents (Wallace, 2002; Edw ard and H erm ansen, 2002). Public
land agencies can participate in the developm ent or revision o f growth policies, land use
codes, and subdivision review (Wallace, 2002). They can also, help local jurisdictions develop
a consensus about w hat the com munity should look like in the future, and how they should
protect the natural systems that they are a part of. All o f these approaches can influence
land-use planning and affect ecological m anagement and protection for the better.
Agencies could n o t only help to influence the direction o f land-use planning in
adjacent communities, but they could also help in the data collection, strategy, and
im plem entation phases o f the planning process (Wallace, 2002). Agencies can provide
research and data on surrounding natural resources, critical ecological areas, wildlife, wildlife
habitat, as well as concerns that may affect the natural system and its ecological processes.
Agencies can provide technical assistance to planning boards by helping with environmental
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assessments, in m onitoring and evaluation, and helping communities incorporate GIS and
other inform ation software into the planning process. Public land agencies can also manage
public lands in a sound positive way that works with adjacent communities and does
negatively affect them.
The fourth suggestion that public land agencies should take on, is integrating
communities and stakeholders into public land m anagem ent decision-making. In order for
planning to take a m ore holistic ecosystem approach communities need to understand w hat
is occurring on public lands and help make decisions for management. I f b o th private and
public entities understand w hat each is trying to accomplish and plan for, local planning and
public land planning may become that much easier and successful. Participation o f citizens,
planning boards, and the local governm ent should be encouraged from the beginning and
maintained throughout the planning process.

CONCLUSION
In closing, it should again be noted that M ontana is making some headway w hen it
comes to protecting its ecological systems and im proving environm ental quality. Smart
grow th approaches have helped many o f the state’s local jurisdictions 'direct the patterns o f
land development, manage growth, and preserve open space. However, current planning
trends throughout m u ch .o f the state still continue to encourage urban sprawl and a loss o f
rural areas and wildlife habitat. Many communities have acknowledged this loss as well as the
continued im pact o f growth and urban developm ent on the natural systems and their
ecological services. In spite o f this, local conservation efforts, while well intentioned, are
often piecemeal and site specific, giving little consideration to the entire ecological system.
Unfortunately, this patchw ork o f well-intentioned plans is not sufficient to stop the decline
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o f these ecological systems. There needs to be a new direction for land use planning in
Montana.
The state o f M ontana, its cities, and counties, need to be m ore proactive, not
reactive, when it comes to the ecosystems in which they live. T o lose these precious natural
systems, their services, and the species that depend on them , would be losing a part o f what
makes M ontana so special, and, in a lot o f ways, w hat defines and characterizes this state.
Therefore, the responsibility o f protecting and managing these ecological systems should not
solely be in the hands o f the federal agencies, conservation organizations, and small groups
w ho work to protect these natural areas. This role should also be in the hands o f the many
counties and cities throughout the state. A planning direction from a ecological point o f
view, prom oting the integration o f ecological principles into bo th local and state planning
frameworks and encouraging the cooperation o f multiple jurisdictions and public land
agencies to create a cohesive planning unit may be the solution.
This paper has attem pted to emphasize this direction by looking at the planning and
s

ecological issues that currently exist in the state o f M ontana, and by providing examples and
suggested steps that the state, cities, and counties can incorporate to achieve this path.
Through m ore detailed planning by local governments, the creation o f a state land-use
planning grow th policy and planning mandates, state support (e.g. funding, education,
technical assistance, and a larger toolbox), the incorporation o f ecological principles into
both state and local planning frameworks, and by requiring jurisdictions to w ork across
borders and at a larger landscape scale, cities and counties can fulfill their role. They can
establish better land use planning, help make public land m anagem ent m ore successful, the
integration o f public and private land m anagem ent m ore feasible, and the protection and
management o f ecological systems m ore attainable.

1

REFERENCES
Arline, Terrell K. 1999. The Link Between Comprehensive Planning and Environmental Permitting. 1000
Friends o f Florida, h ttp ://w w w .1000friendsofflorida.org/Legal_Advocacy/Link_Plan_and_Permits.asp.
Accessed O ctober 15, 2005
•Barnes, Burton V., Donald R. Zak, Shirley R. D enton, and Stephen H. Spurr. 1998. Forest Ecology, 4th edition.
John Wiley & Sons Inc. New York, NY
Benedict, Mark A. and Edward T. Mchahon. 2002. Green Infrastructure: Smart Conservation for the 21st
century. Renewable ResourcesJournal. Vol. 20, No. 3, pp. 12-17
Bengston, David N., Jennifer O. Fletcher, and Kristen C. Nelson. 2004. Public policies for managing urban
growth and protecting open space: policy instruments and lessons learned in the United States. Eandscape
and Urban Planning. Vol. 69, pp. 271-286
Berke, Phillip R., Dale J. Roenigk, Edward J. Kaiser, and Raymond Burby. 1996. Enhancing Plan Quality:
Evaluating the Role o f State Planning Mandates for Natural Hazard Mitigation. Journal of Environmental
Planning and Management. Vol. 39, pp. 79-96
Beyers, W. B. and P.B. Nelson. 2000. Contemporary development forces in the non-metropolitan west: new
insights from rapidly growing communities. Journal of Rural Studies. Vol. 16, No. 4, pp. 459-474
Boyden, Stephen. 1993. The Human component of ecosystems. Humans A s Components of Ecosystems. Springer-Verlag.
New York, NY.
Bradley, Allen and Jennifer Holm an-Dodd 2003. Evaluating the Potential for Infiltration Based Stormwater
Management in Urban Areas. Hydroscience and Engineering. College o f Engineering, the University'of Iowa.
Brody, Samuel D. 2003. Implementing the Principles o f Ecosystem Management through local land use
planning. Population and Environment. Vol. 24, N o. 6 , pp. 511-540
Brody, Samuel D., Wes Highfield, and Virginia Carrasco. 2004. Measuring the collective planning capabilities o f
local jurisdictions to manage ecological systems in southern Florida. Eandscape and Urban Planning. Vol. 69,
pp. 33-50.
Burby, Raymond J. 2003. Making Plans that matter: Citizen involvement and government action. American
PlanningAssociation. Vol. 69, pp. 33
Bureau o f Economic Analysis (BEA). 2000. Bear Facts, www.bea.doc.gov Accessed March 3, 2005
Cullingworth, Barry and Roger W. Caves. 2003. Planning in the USA: policies, issues, and processes. 2nd edition.
Routledge press. New York, NY
Cohn, Jeffrey P. and Jeffrey A. Lerner. 2003. Integrating land use planning and biodiversity. Defenders o f
Wildlife, Washington, D.C. www.biodiversitypartners.org. Accessed February 19, 2005
Cordell, H.K. and E.A. Made. 2002. Population and demographic trends: Human influences on forest
ecosystems. The Southern Wildland-Urban Interface Assessment.
Asheville, NC: U.S. D epartm ent o f
Agriculture, Forest Sendee, Southern Research Station: 12-13
Cordell, H.K. and C. Overdest. 2001. Footprints on the land: an assessment of demographic trends and thefuture of natural
resources in the United States. Sagamore Publishing, Champaign, IL, pp. 314
Cordero, Michele. 2005. Field Guide to Real Estate Transfer Taxes, www.realtor.org/libweb.nsf/pages/fg717
Accessed March 31, 2005

119

Cortner, Hanna and Margaret Moote. 1999. The Politics of ecosystem management. Island Press. Washington, D.C.
Degrove, J. 1992. Planning and Growth Management in the States: The New Frontierfor Land Polity. Institute of Fand
Policy. Cambridge, MA.
D odd, Jennifer K. Holman, A. Allen Bradley, and Kenneth W. Potter. 2003. Evaluation o f Hydrologic
Benefits o f Infiltration Based Urban Stormwater Management, journal of the American Water Resources
Association. Vol. 39, Feb, pp. 205-214.
Duerksen, C.D, N. Elliot, E. Thom pson, and J. Miller. 1997. Habitat Protection Planning: Where the Wild
Things Are. A P A PlanningAdvisory Report. No. 470/471
Dwyer, John F. and Gina M. Childs. 2004. Movement o f people across the landscape: a blurring o f distinctions
between areas, interests, and issues affecting natural resource management. Landscape and Urban Planning.
Vol. 69, pp. 153-164
Elmendorf, W.F and A.E Luloff. 1999. Using Ecosystem-based and Traditional Land-use Planning to
Conserve Greenspac e.. Journal ofArboriculture. Vol. 25, No. 5, pp. 264-73
Environmental Quality Council (EQC). 1999. Planning for Growth in Montana. Final Report to the 56th
Legislature o f Montana, http://leg.state.m t.us/content/publications/lepo/1999planningforgrow th.pdf.
Accessed O ctober 10, 2005.
Environmental Quality? Council (EQC). 2000. Funding for Growth Policies. Paper for 57th Legislature o f the
State o f Montana, http://leg.state.m t.us/content/publications/lepo/funding_grow th_report/
growthfunding.pdf. Accessed O ctober 10, 2005.
Friesen, Lyle. 1998. Impacts o f Urbanization on Plant and Bitd Communities in Forest Ecosystems. The Forestry
Chronicle. Vol. 74, No- 6 , pp. 855-860
Frentz, Irene C., Frank L. Farmer, James M. Guldin, and Kimberly G. Smith. 2004. Public Lands and
Population Growth. Society and Natural Resources. Vol. 17, pp. 57-68
Friedmann, John. 1993. Toward a Non-Euclidian Mode o f planning. Journal of the American Planning Association.
Vol. 59, No. 4
Goudie, Andrew. 2000.
Massachusetts.

The Human Impact on the Natural FLnvironment.

The MIT Press. Cambridge,

Grandstaff, Carlotta. 2001. Planning to Fail. The Missoula Independent. April 19, 2001. Vol 16, No.48
Grumbine, R. Edward. 1994. W hat is ecosystem management? Conservation Biology. Vol. 8 , pp. 27-38
Grumbine, R. Edward. 1992. Ghost Bear: Fixploring the Biodiversity Crisis. Island Press, Washington, D.C.
Hansen, Andrew J., Ray Rasker, Bruce Maxwell, Jay J. Rotella, Jerry? D. Johnson, et al. 2002. Ecological causes
and consequences o f demographic change in the new west. BioScience. Vol. 52, No. 2, pp. 151-162
Hansen, Andrew J., Alisa Gallant, Jay J. Rotella, and Doug Brown. 2005. Natural and Human Drivers o f
Biodiversity? in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem. Land Use History o f N orth America. USGS.
http://biology?.usgs.gov/luhna/chap 8 .html. Accessed O ctober 31, 2005
Hollis, Linda and William Fulton. 2002. Open Space Protection: Conservation meets growth management. A
Discussion Paper for the Brooking Institution Center on Urban and Metropolitan Policy. April.
.www.solimar.org/pdfs/hollisfultonopenspace.pdf Accessed February? 2, 2005

120

Interagency Ecosystem Management Task Force (IEMTF). 1995. The Ecosystem Approach: Healthy Ecosystems and
Sustainable Economies. White House Council on Environmental Quality, W ashington, DC. Vols. I—III
Johnson, K.M. and C.L. Beale. 1999. The continuing population rebound in non-m etro America. Rural
Development Perspective. Vol. 13, N o. 3, pp. 2-10
Lachapelle, Paul R., Stephen F. McCool, and Michael E. Patterson. 2003. Barriers to Effective Natural
Resource Planning in a “Messy” World. Society and Natural Resources. Vol. 16, pp. 473-490
Lovejoy, T.E., B.O. Bierregaard, Jr. A.B. Rylands. 1986. Edge and other effects o f isolation on Amazon forest
fragmentations. Conservation Biology, pp. 257-285
Macie, Edward A. and L. Annie Hermansen. 2002. Human influences on forest ecosystems. General Technical
Report SRS-55. US D epartm ent o f Agriculture, Southern Research Station.
Malone, Charles R. 2000. Ecosystem Management Policies in State government
Urban Planning. Vol. 48, pp. 57-64

o f the USA.Eandscapeand

Mazzotti, Frank J. and Carol S. Morgenstern. 1997. A Scientific framework for managing urban natural areas.
Eandscape and Urban Planning. Vol. 38, pp. 171-181.
McDonnell, Mark J. and Steward T. A. Pickett. 1990. Ecosystem Structure and Function along Urban-Rural
Gradients: An Unexploited Opportunity for Ecology. Ecology. Vol. 71, pp. 1232-1237
Mcgee,
Daniel
W.
2003.
Senate
Bill
Number.
326.
Montana
State
www.data.opi.state.mt.us/bills/2003/BillHttnl/Sbo326.html. Accessed February 4, 2005

Legislature.

Meek, Smart, Man'a Morris, and John Bredin. 2001. A Critical Analysis o f Planning and Land-Use Laws in
Montana. American Planning Association, www.planning.org/grow ingsm art/pdf/m ontana.pdf. Accessed
February' 4, 2005
Medley, Kimberly E., Mark J. McDonnell, and Steward T.A. Pickett. 1995. Forest-Landscape Structure along an
Urban-to-Rural Gradient. Professional Geographer. Vol. 47, No. 2, pp. 159-168
Meffe, Gary', Larry' Nielsen, Richard Knight, and Dennis Schenborn. 2002. Ecosystem Management: Adaptive,
community-based conservation. Island Press! Washington, D.C.
M ontana D epartm ent o f Transportation (MDOT). 2002. TranPlan 21 2002 Update: Access Management and
Land Use Planning Policy Paper, w w w .m dt.m t.gov/publications/docs/brochures/tranplan21/
accessmgmt.pdf. Accessed O ctober 15, 2005.
M ontana D epartm ent o f Natural Resource and Conservation (DNRC). 2005. www.dnrc.state.mt.us. Accessed
March 2, 2005
Montana Smart Growth Coalition (MSGC). 2001. The state o f Growth In Montana: Biennial Report on
G rowth and Land Use. http://w w w .m tsm artgrow th.org/m sgcA m ages/m sgc_pdf/M SG CStatel.pdf.
Accessed O ctober 15, 2005.
M ontana Smart Growth Coalition (MSGC).
2005.
www.mtsmartgrowth.org. Accessed O ctober 8 , 2005.

Tools

Montana State Legislature. 2003. Montana State Code Title
http://leg.state.m t.us/css/default.asp. Accessed February 4, 2005.

for

76:

Smart

Land

Grow th

in

Resources

Montana.

and

Use.

Montana Water Center. 2003. Taking Care o f the Bitterroot Watershed.
h ttp ://w ater.m ontana.edu/w atersheds/bitterroot/bitterroot.publication.pdf. Accessed O ctober 10, 2005.

121

Murry, Will. 1995. Lessons from 35 years ofprivate preserve management in the USA: the preserve system of the nature
conservamy. Expanding Partnerships in Conservation. Island Press. W ashington D.C. pp 197-205
Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS). 2000. Natural Resource Inventory. Revised December, 2000
w w w .nrcs.usda.gov/technical/N RI/1997/sum m ary_report/index.htm l. Accessed March 2, 2005
Natural Resource Conservation Sendee (NRCS). 2005. W ater Quality O f Gallatin County.
http://w w w .m t.nrcs.usda.gov/technical/ecs/w atersheds/galsourcebook/gscbk7.htm l. Accessed October
30,2005.
Nelson, A rthur C. 1999. Comparing states with and without growth management: analysis based on indicators
with policy implications. Land Use Polity. Vol. 16, No. 2, pp. 121-127
O ’Connell, Michael. 2002. Experiences in Ecosystem Management: Southern California Natural Community
Conservation Planning. In Meffe, Gary, Larry NeilsOn, Richard Knight, and Dennis Schenbom, Ecosystem
Management: Adaptive, community-based conservation. Washington. Island Press, pp. 187-191
O ’Connell, Michael and Stephen P. Johnson. 2005. Improving habitat conservation planning: The California
Natural Community Conservation Model, www.um ich.edu/~esupdate/libraty/97.01 -02/oconneU.html
Accessed March 31, 2005.
Palmer, Margaret, Emily Bernhardt, Elizabeth Chornesky, Scott Collins, Andrew D obson, et al. 2004. Ecology
for a Crowded Planet. Science Magazine. Vol. 304, pp. 1251-52
Pima County Government. 2005. Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan, w w w .pim a.gov/cm o/sdcp/index.htm l.
Accessed March 31, 2005.
.
Pickett, S.T.A, M.L. Cadenasso, and J.M. Grove. 2004. Resilient Cities: meaning, models, and m etaphor for
integrating the ecological, socio-economic, and planning realms. Landscape and Urban Planning. Vol. 69,
pp. 369-384.
Real

Estate
Center.
2003.
The
Annual
Population
Estimates ' for
http://recenter.tam u.edu/data/popcd/popcs30.htm l. Accessed February' 22, 2005.

Montana

Counties.

Saunders, Denis A., Richard J. H obbs, and Chris R Margules. 1991. Biological Consequences o f Ecosystem
Fragmentation: A Review. Conservation Biology. Vol. 5, No. 1, pp. 18-28.
Silver, C.S and DeFries, R.S. 1990. One Earth One Future: Our Changing Global Environment. National Academy
Press. Washington D.C.
Slocombe, D. Scott. 1998. Lessons from experience with ecosystem-based management. Landscape and Urban
Planning. Vol. 40, pp. 31-39
Smith, Daniel. 1993. A n overview of Greenways. Ecology of Greenways. University o f Minnesota Press. Minneapolis,
Minnesota, pp. 2-4
Smith, D.M., B.C. Larson, M.J. Kelty, and P.M.S Ashton. 1997. The Practice of Silverculture. 9th edition. John
Wiley and Sons Inc. New York, NY
Smith,
Ray'.
2004.
Landmark
Riverside
County
conservation
http://w w w .dfg.ca.gov/nccp/m shcppermitrelease.pdf. Accessed March 30, 2005

plan

approved.

Snyder, K en and Lori Bird. 1998. Paying the Costs o f Sprawl: Using fair-share costing to control sprawl. US
Departm ent o f Energy, http://sustainabledev.nrel.gov/articles/sprawl.shtm l Accessed March 30, 2005
Stein, Susan M. (Huke) and Diane Gelburd. 1998. Healthy ecosystems and sustainable economies: the federal
interagency ecosystem management initiative. Landscape and Urban Planning. Vol. 40, pp. 73-80

122

Szaro, Robert C., William T. Sexton, and Charles R. Malone. 1998. The emergence of ecosystem management
as a tool for meeting people’s needs & sustaining ecosystems. Landscape and Urban Planning. Vol. 40, pp.1-7
The Conservation Fund. 2005.
2005 '

Green Infrastructure, www.greeninfrastructure.net. Accessed October 25,

Turner, B.L. and William B. Meyer. .1993. Environmental change: the human factor. Humans as Components of
Ecosystems. Springer-Verlag. New York, NY. pp. 40-49
US Census Bureau. 2000. Population State and County Rankings 1990-2000. www.census.gov. Accessed
February 18, 2005

ff
US Census Bureau. 2004. Current population trends in Montana, www.census.gov. Accessed February 18, 2005
US Fish & Wildlife Sendee. 2005. Bull Trout Workshop: Flathead Basin Case History for Bull Trout.
www.fws.gov/colum biariver/pfddocs/consenfation/flathead.pdf. Accessed O ctober 20, 2005
Wallace, George N. 2002. Participation in Local Government Land-Use Decisions. In Meffe, Gary, Larry
Neilson, Richard Knight, and Dennis Schenborn, Ecosystem Management: Adaptive, Community-based
Conservation. Island Press. Washington D.C. pp. 286-294
Walmsley, Anthony. 2005. Greenway: Multiplying and diversifying in the 21st century. Landscape and Urban
Planning. 2005. www.sciencedirect.com. Accessed O ctober 5, 2005.
W ashington State Legislature, 2005. “W ho must plan” Revised Code o f Washington. RCW 36.70A.040.
http://w w w .leg.wa.gov/rcw/index.cfm?fuseaction=tide&title=36. Accessed March 30, 2005
Yaffee, Steven. 2002. Ecosystem Management in Policy and Practice. In Meffe, Gary, Larry Neilson, Richard
Knight, and Dennis Schenborn, Ecosystem Management: Adaptive, community-based conservation. Island Press.
Washington D.C. pp. 89-93
Zube, ,Ervin H. 1995. “N o Park is an Island”. In: Expanding Partnerships in Conservation. Island Press.
Washington D.C. pp. 169-177

123

APPENDIX
Public Land Agency Survey

124

Survey Consent
The intent o f this survey is to gain a better understanding o f the management issues and obstacles that public
land agencies are encountering and dealing with because o f rapid growth occurring adjacent to their borders.
This survey will address the topics o f urban growth, its effect on public land management, sharing information,
and local government planning issues.
The survey contains thirty-two questions and will take about twenty-five minutes to complete. You do have the
option to skip any question. However answering all o f the questions, will provide very useful information on
what is currently going on in your district.
I f you need to exit the survey before you are finished, you may return to the survey at a later time. Directions
will be given on the website on how to return to an unfinished survey. Once you return, you will be taken to
the point that you left off, and will also be able to edit existing answers.
This survey is voluntary, and strict confidentiality o f information will be maintained. Survey Monkey does not
provide the names o f individuals participating in the survey, only the raw data. N o names will be requested or
identified in the survey or at any point in the research write up or report. Only the name o f the district will be
identified.

1. Would you be willing to take this' survey
YES
NO

Definition of Terms
City: refers to any city or town and its incorporated area adjacent to the public land district’s borders.
District: refers to the public land area that you and your team manage
Ecosystem Management: In this survey, this term is meant to describe the principles o f ecosystem management
such as: maintaining natural integrity o f ecosystem processes; working across multi-jurisdictional lines;
incorporating adaptability, flexibility; an emphasis on the social/economic/ecological elements into land
management; and a fostering o f public/government/agency-participation, etc.
Growth: refers to any development occurring adjacent to the public land district (i.e. urban or rural
development, residential or commercial development, built structures and roads, subdivision o f land for
comm ercial/residential/or agricultural purposes, etc.)
Growth Policy: refers to M ontana’s term for a comprehensive plan, which is a framework for planning. Any
type o f regulatory or incentive based planning that will be implemented by a county or city is based and
influenced by the objectives, goals, and general framework o f the comprehensive plan (Growth Policy)

2. Please enter the district you manage/supervise
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Growth and Urban Development

3. Over the last fifteen years, how would you describe growth occurring adjacent to your district’s border?
G rowth is occurring at a very rapid rate
G rowth is occurring at a rapid rate
, G rowth is occurring at a moderate rate
G rowth is occurring very slowly
G rowth is not occurring

4. Over the last fifteen years, what kind o f residential growth, in terms o f density, do you see occurring
m ost often near your district?
High Density: homes are on very small lots (1/4 to V! acres) or apartm ent/condo complexes
j Medium density: Homes on V2 acre to acre lots
Low density: homes on lots larger than two acres
A combination o f high and medium density
A combination o f high and low density
A combination o f all three
D o not know

5. What are the patterns o f development occurring adjacent to your district border? Check all that apply.
Developm ent is concentrated in one area.
Scattered development with no distinct order
Development occurring primarily within natural and wildlife habitat
Development pattern consisting o f natural/wildlife habitat mixed with agricultural and urban
Most o f the development is occurring within the cities
Most o f the development is occurring outside city limits
Most o f the development is occurring directly adjacent to the borders o f the public land district.
Development is structured to preserve open space (i.e. wildlife corridors, natural habitat islands)
O ther (please specif!')
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6. Please rank the patterns o f development adjacent to the district border based on how often they occur.
Occurring the
most often

Occurs often

Development is
concentrated in
one area.
Scattered
development with
no distinct order
Development
occurring primarily
in natural and
wildlife habitat
Development
pattern consisting
o f natural/wildlife
habitat mixed with
agricultural and
urban
M ost o f the
development is
occurring within
the cities
M ost o f the
development is
occurring outside
city limits
M ost o f the
development is
occurring direcdy
adjacent to the
borders o f the
public land
district.
Development is
structured to
preserve open
space (i.e. wildlife
corridors, natural
habitat islands)
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Is occurring

Rarely occurs

Is not occurring

7. In terms o f residential development, what types o f housing have been the m ost common adjacent to the
. public lands you supervise over the. last fifteen years? Check all that apply

m

Vet} large homes
Seasonal homes
Duplexes
Apartment complexes
Manufactured homes
Standard single family
O ther (please specify)

8

. Please list and explain the main four issues the district is dealing with, at the urban-wildland interface, as a
result of growth adjacent to its borders.

9. Over the last 15 years in your district, how negatively or positively have the PATTERNS O F
D EV ELO PM EN T affected the following management issues and activities? Please rank using the following
scale:
Highly Positive

Positive

N o effect

management
Wildlife
management

mm

Wildlife
biodiversity
Wildlife and
natural
habitat
management
Wildlife
habitat •
protection
Watershed
management
Water
quality
Recreational
use
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Negative

Highly negative

know

Air quality

Natural
resource
extraction
Visual and
scenic
qualities

10.

Over the last 15 5'ears in your district, how negatively or positively has the D EN SITY O F GROW TH
affected the following management issues and activities? Please rank using the following scale:
Highly
Positive

Positive

N o effect

Fire
management
Wildlife
management
V.

Wildlife
biodiversity
Wildlife and
natural
habitat
management
Wildlife
habitat
protection
Watershed
management
Water
quality
Recreational
use
Air quality
N atural
resource
extraction
Visual and
scenic
qualities
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Negative

Highly negative

D onot
know

11. D o you, as a manager, feel that the effect that growth has had on many o f these issues is due to the lack o f
growth management on lands adjacent to the district’s border?
! Very likely
j Likely
Somewhat Likely

'

N o t likely
D o not know

Sharing Information

12. D oes your district currendy share information (technical, social, recreational, economic, ecological data)
^ with adjacent counties and cities?
All o f the time
M ost o f the time
Sometimes
Rarely occurs

'mJ' I*- does not occur

13. W hen you have cooperated with these counties and cities in the past, what collaborative processes,
organizational tools, or types o f projects have worked? Please be brief.

14._ Which processes, tools or projects have not worked? Please be brief.

15, I f data and information sharing does not occur, would the district be willing to share information with
adjacent counties and cities?
Yes, all o f the time
Nes, some o f the time
> es, but only specific information
% N o t likely
D o not know
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16. D o you believe that adjacent counties and cides are aware o f the management goals and objectives the
district is working to implement?
Very aware
Somewhat aware
Slightly aware
N ot aware
D o not know

Growth Policies and Planning

17. Growth policies are becoming more common throughout Montana. How many counties and cities
adjacent to your district borders have growth policies that you are aware of? Check all that apply.
All o f the counties adjacent to the district border have growth policies.
All o f the cities adjacent to the district border have growth policies.
Some o f the counties have growth policies
f*

Some o f the cities have growth policies
O ne county has a growth policy
O ne or two cities have growth policies
N o growth policies are in place at this time
D o not know

18. Please name the counties and cities, that you are aware of, that have growth policies.

j

County 1:
County2:

j

County3: I

-

j

19. Based on the list o f counties and cities you came up with in question 17. Which o f those counties and cities
have growth policy goals and objectives regarding the following:
Countyl

County2

County3'

Cityl

City2

City3

n0t
Know

Goals and
objectives
regarding wildlife
and habitat
protection?
Goals and
objectives
regarding
watershed
protection?
Goals and
objectives
regarding wildfire
management?
Goals and
objectives
regarding natural
resource
conservation?

20. Based on the planning that you, as a manager, have seen implemented in those counties and cities
designated in question 17, which counties and cities ARE D O IN G W ELL in terms o f the following
categories?
D o not
•City2
City3
Countyl
County2
County3
Cityl
know
Wildlife and
habitat
protection?
In terms of
watershed
protection?

IIP&I

In terms o f
wildfire
management?
In terms o f
natural
resource
conservation?
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21. For those counties and cities adjacent to the district border that have growth policies that you are aware of,
how many o f those counties and cities have goals and objectives very similar to the goals and objectives your
district is trying to manage for? ■
j

All o f the growth policies

i

More than half o f the growth policies
I lalf o f the growth policies
Less than half o f the growth policies
. N one o f the growth policies
D o not know

22. Overall, do you believe the growth policies currently in place, in adjacent counties and cities, hinder or help
your office’s ability to successfully manage in your district?
Greatly help
^

Help
Some help and some hinder
Neither help or hinder
Hinder
Greatly Hinder
D o not know

23. I f the growth policies hinder management, what do you believe the causal factors are?

■24. How has the management in your district changed or been affected by this hindrance?

25. Overall, how would you say ALL o f the counties and cities adjacent to your district are doing in terms of
the following:
D oing very
Doing
Doing somewhat
Doing slightly
N o t doing
D o riot
well
well
well
well
know
well
Wildlife and
habitat
protection?
In terms of
watershed
protection?

PPM

In terms o f
wildfire
management?
In terms of
natural
resource
conservation?
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26. How would you describe the majority o f planning that occurs adjacent to your district?
Regulator)' (such as zoning)
I Incentive based (such as conservation easements, transfer o f development rights)
Both Regulator)' and Incentive based
D o not know
O ther (please specify)

27. D o you, as a manager, feel that many o f the issues/problems the district is dealing with because o f growth
could be alleviated if well designed, thought-out, more consistent planning took place adjacent to the
district borders?
Very likely
Likely
Somewhat likely
N o t likely
D o not know

28. If counties and cities were to implement growth policies that incorporated the principles found in
ecosystem management (flexibility, adaptability, monitoring, environmental integrity and protection, etc.) do
you, as a manager, believe that the district’s management goals and objectives could be more successfully
accomplished?
Very likely
i Likely
Somewhat likely
w

N o t Likely
D o not Know

29. For counties and cities working to design a growth policy, what elements, goals, and implementation
strategies would you, as a public land manager, recommend be incorporated into these plans that would
help alleviate management problems in your district?

30. Would your district be willing to work with adjacent counties and cities to improve their growth policies or
help them to design their new growth policies?
, Very willing
Somewhat willing

IIS Slighdy willing
N o t willing

'jJ- D o not know
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31. Have you worked with a city or county, as a private citizen, on any growth policy or planning issues?
Yes, very frequently
Yes, Frequently
Yes, occasionally
Yes, once or twice
N o I have not
N o comment
32. Besides growth policies, what other suggestions would you make regarding strategies counties and cities can
implement in order to help improve management goals and objectives on adjacent public lands?

33. Please feel free to add any additional comments:

Survey Responses
1.

Would you be w illing to take this survey?

NO

0

Total Respondents

2.

24

Please enter the district you m anage/supervise.

Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest
Fortine Ranger District, Kootenai Forest
Judith Ranger District
Hebgen Lake
Spotted Bear
Pintler Ranger District
Swan Lake RD
Musselshell Ranger District
Bozeman RD, Gallatin N F
Jefferson RD, Beaverhead-Deerlodge N F
Lewis and Clark NF-Belt Creek Ranger District
Ninemile Ranger District-Lolo Forest

Superior RD
Gardiner RD
Three Rivers Ranger District
Butter Ranger District.
Madison Ranger District
Rocky Mountain Ranger District
Montana
Libby Ranger District
Yellowstone National Park
Dillion Field office- BLM
Wisdom Ranger District

Total Respondents

135

23

3. Over the last fifteen years, how w ould you describe growth occurring adjacent to your district’s
border?
Response %
Grow th is occurring

14%

at a very rapid rate
Grow th is occurring

32%

at a rapid rate

/

Growth, is occurring

10

at a m oderate rate

45%

Growth is occurring

9%

very slowly
Growth is not

0%

occurring

Total Respondents

4.

22

Over the last fifteen years, what kind o f residential growth, in terms o f density, do you see occurring
m ost often near your district?
Response %
High Density: homes are on very small lots
(1/4 to V2 acres) or apartm ent/rondo

, 9%

Medium density: Hom es on V2 acre to acre
lots

23%

|5

Low density: homes on lots larger than two
.acres
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64%

*
A combination o f high and medium density

0

0%

A combination o f high and low density

0

.0%
5%

A combination o f all three 1 1 '
Do not know

0

0%
Total Respondents

136

22

5. What are the patterns o f developm ent occurring adjacent to your districts border? Check all that
apply.
Response %
Development is concentrated in one area.
Scattered development with no distinct
order
Development occurring primarily within
natural and wildlife habitat
Pattern consisting o f natural habitat mixed
with agricultural and urban
Most of the development is occurring within
the dries
Most o f the development is occurring
outside dty limits
Development occurring adjacent to borders
o f the publicland district.
Developftrent structured to preserve open
space (i.e. wildlife corridors)

14%
112

55%
27%

111

50%

12

9%

12

55%
50%

ill

5%

Other (please spedfy)

18%
Total Respondents

22

6. Please rank the patterns o f developm ent adjacent to the district border based on how often they
occur.

Development is concentrated in one area.
Scattered development with no distinct order
Development occurring primarily in natural
and wildlife habitat
Development pattern consisting o f
natural/wildlife habitat mixed with agricultural
and urban
M ost o f the development is occurring within
the cities
M ost o f the development is occurring outside
city limits
M ost o f the development is occurring directly
adjacent to the borders o f the public land
district.
Development is structured to preserve open
space (i.e. wildlife corridors natural habitat
islands)

Occurring
the most
often

Occurs
often

Is
occurring

0

0

5 (23%)

5 (23%)

10 (45%)
8 (36%)

2 (9%)

8 (36%)

7 (32%)

2 (9%)

0

1 (5%)

6

(27%)

9 (41%)

3 (14%)

0

Rarely
occurs

Is not
occurring

(27%)
1 (5%)

2 (9%)

6

0

1 (5%)

0

4 (18%)

11 (50%)

2 (9%)

4(18%)

12 (55%)

2 (9%)

0

1 (5%)

2 (9%)

8 (36%)

8 (36%)

2 (9%)

0

0

0

2 (9%)

12 (55%)

4 (18%)

Total Respondents
Slapped this question
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20
2

7. In terms o f residential developm ent, what types o f hou sin g have been the m ost com m on adjacent
to the public lands you supervise over the last fifteen years? Check all that apply.
Response %
16

• Very large homes

117

Seasonal homes

73%
. .77%
0%

Duplexes

0%

Apartment complexes
Manufactured homes

32%

12

Standard single family

55%
5%

Other (please spetify)
Total Respondents
Skipped this question

21
1

' 8. Please list and explain the m ain four issues the district is dealing with, at the urban-wildland
interface, as a result o f growth adjacent to its borders.
•

Hazardous fuels encroachment onto the National Forest wildlife migration and use access (loss in
some cases, o f traditional public access; and requests for new access by adjacent or included land
owners)

•

Processing requests for access and utilities across National Forest Land with limited resources to do
that environmental analysis and permit authorization work. Loss o f hiding/ thermal cover for whitetail
deer on private land and the need to provide that habitat element more on National Forest land at the
same time we are trying to reduce fuels issues near private land. Forest Sendee system roads that were
designed and built primarily for logging and are now being used for residential access which they were
n ot designed or built for. Seeing higher'speeds, need for longer sight distance, all season use, etc. The
impact o f residential access roads to large game winter range where we tty to keep open road densities
low.

•

Access - need to plow snow on Forest Roads, etc. 2) Fire/Fuels - need to remove fuels within these
areas. Increased complexity when trying to treat fuels (prescribed fire). 3) Reduction in Access to the
Forest. Closing o f access routes and adjacent land.

•

Increased recreation pressures - as more and more roads get closed for access - use is concentrated on
the remaining area, spread o f noxious weeds •

•

Fuels treatment 2. Access issues to private land through public land. 3. Trespass development on
Public lands. 4. Invasion o f noxious weeds and treatment.
,

•

Increased ATV (4-wheeler) use - creation o f new trails, erosion 2. Invasive weeds - due to recreation
use and range use. 3. Access issues - lack o f public access. N ot necessarily due to growth adjacent to
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•

borders, but more to existing land pattern - checkerboard ownership (relict o f railroads) and private
ranches adjacent to National Forest.
Rapid growth adjacent N F is creating problems with multiple landowners with different values, fire
protection, affluent absentee land owners, water quantity and quality issues in the arid west.

•

Encroachment on winter range for big game wildlife. M ost o f primary winter range occurs in
transition lands between valley bottom s and forested lands. Wildlife is being squeezed into smaller
usable winter range, which could result in overuse. 2. Wildland fire protection expectations. People
expect the Forest Service to protect their homes from wildland fires. The Forest Service is not
equipped to handle structure protection to the extent that the many new home developments may call
for. 3. Loss o f public & administrative access across private lands that have historic access. (Gates &
"No Trespassing" sign go up.) This creates problem for the public who want to access public lands
behind the private lands for recreation. The Forest Service's ability to manage its lands is reduced if
we can't get there. 4. Loss o f open spaces. The whole issue o f loss o f open space deals with wildlife
habitat loss, visual quality, recreation opportunities, etc.

•

Growth within the rural/urban interface Lack o f fuels reduction projects on private land to protect
structures Increased use of.public lands...recreation user conflicts. Conflicts o f users between private
and public lands

•

Trespass onto public lands, such as fence lines, waterlines, improvements... Increase request for the
placement o f amenities onto public lands...mailboxes, driveways, power lines. Requests to maintain FS
access roads to a higher standard for their personal use because it provides access to a private
residence. Recreational use o f the adjacent public lands by neighbors...horseback riding, O H V
use...some not compatible to the land or legal. Fuels...there are many aspects to fire danger and fuels
but here is one...building houses out in the forest out o f undesirable materials, i.e. wood shake
shingles, and expecting the government to protect their home at any cost.

•

forest fuel management 2) illegal motorized use 3) road access disputes/complaints

•

Infringement within wildlife migration and wintering areas. Concerns about wildfire within urban
interface areas. Encroachm ents on National Forest System lands.

•

Land Use issues—requests for permits to access private lands from Nat'l Forest lands, land exchange
requests, road use permits for commercial use o f FS roads, and fuels treatments proposed by FS.

•

Access across public lands to the developed lands Adjacent owners using public lands WildlandUrban Interface fuels Big game displacement

•

Fire and Fuels prescribed fire management in the Wildland Urban Interface Trespass by motorized
users from subdivision into closed areas. Intolerance for other uses such as livestock grazing, timber
harvest and minerals development. Increased costs o f fire suppression. Smoke management and
intolerance for prescribed burning.

•

Lack o f surveyed boundaries along N F boundary & in-holdings. Confuses landowners, public and
agency in management o f local areas. Need funds to address trespass & prevent future trespass. 2)
.Im proper location o f existing access system trails to N F due to unsurveyed, in-holdings. Public
created routes across private land connect to N F system trails. N o authority to spend federal dollars .
on private land to correct the problems. Would require surveying to correct. 3) The public and special
use permit holders do not have legal access to N F lands adjacent to the Blackfoot Reservation. N ot
likely to be readily resolved due to disputes regarding 1895 Agreement for Ceded Strip in Badger-Two
Medicine area. 4) Fragmentation o f wildlife habitat along Rocky Mtn. Front slowly occurring along
N F boundary' and east onto the plains. Key corridors for travel and foraging need protected to
preserve open landscape on private land to maintain connection with foothill and montane habitat on
N F lands, BLM and State Wildlife Refuges. Pace o f interest in development has picked up in last five
years and will likely increase similar to other places in Montana.
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•

Homes built too close to rivers because o f a Dam upstream that controls flooding. It prevents
periodic controlled release o f high flows which clear out sediment, and promotes growth o f riparian
vegetation. 2. Homes built in grizzly bear habitat pose a threat to bears due the presence o f attractants
such as barbeque grills, dog food sacks on the back porch, etc. W hen bears come to these attractants
they get into conflicts with humans...and the bears ultimately lose (are killed). 3. Too many houses
near streams result in septic tank leaching into streams which adversely affects water quality. 4. The
num ber o f roads themselves are becoming a problem as people move into wildlife habitat. It
fragments habitat, creates unnatural runoff and drainage, traffic is bothersome to wildlife, vehicular
wildlife kills and they allow access o f people into areas where wildlife was formerly safe and
unbothered.

• - Requests for access, that is easements to private lands, loss o f open space cumulative effects o f private
development fire & fuels issues in the WUI
•

Urban Wildland Fire Interface Issues Disruption o f Wildlife Habitat Social issues associated with
living in wildlife habitat Introduction o f exotic species (plants and domestic animals)

•

Access to Public Land is being cut off. 2) Homeowners are requesting R-O-W across public lands for
roads and utilities. 3) Developers are purchasing lands adjacent to public land and selling o ff parcels
large enough to avoid subdivision requirements. 4) Landowners are purchasing lands adjacent to
rivers and eliminating public access.

•

Increase complexity o f fire suppression and structure protection. Increase costs 2- Increase use in
wildlife habitats especially use in winter ranges by people on foot or skiing 3- Increase interest in
permits and authorizations to occupy the national Forest lands for special uses, and increase requests
for access across the national forest to reach private lands. In many cases private land owners begin to
use the national Forest w ithout even asking and then resist removing unauthorized trespass. 4Increased m otorized use out o f private lands in the form o f ATVs, snowmobile, in some cases
creating new access or travel routes.

9. Over the last fifteen years in your district, how negatively or positively have the patterns o f
developm ent affected the follow ing m anagem ent issues and activities? Please rank using the
follow ing scale:

Fire management
Wildlife management
Wildlife biodiversity
Wildlife and natural habitat
management
Wildlife habitat protection
Watershed management
W ater quality
Recreational use
Air quality
N aturalresource extraction
Visual and scenic qualities

Highly
Positive

Positive

N o effect

Negative

1 (5%)
3 (14%)
7 (32%)

13 (59%)
16 (73%)
11 (50%)

1 (5%)
4(18% )
5 (23%)
. 6(27%)
' 3(14% )
14 (64%)
13 (59%)
5 (23%)

18 (82%)
14 (64%)
9 (41%)
13 (59%)
13 (59%)
5 (23%)
4(18% )
11 (50%)

0

2 (9%)

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1 (5%)

0

0

0

1 (5%)

0

0

0

1 (5%)

0

0

Highly
negative
5 (23%)
2 (9%)
3 (14%)

D o not
know

2 (9%)
2 (9%)
4 (18%)
1 (5%)
4(18% )

0

0

1 (5%)
5 (23%)

0
0

.

0

0

2 (9%)
1 (5%)
0

2 (9%)
2 (9%)
0

Total Respondents 21
Skipped this question 1
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10. Over the last fifteen years in your district, how negatively or positively has the density o f growth
affected the follow ing m anagem ent issues and activities? Please rank u sing the follow ing scale:

Fire management
Wildlife management
Wildlife biodiversity
Wildlife and natural habitat
management
Wildlife habitat protection
Watershed management
W ater quality
Recreational use '
Air quality
Natural resource extraction
Visual and scenic qualities.

Highly
Positive

Positive

N o effect

Negative

Highly
negative

D o not
know

0

1 (5%)

0

0

0

0

1 (5%)
4(18%)
8 (36%)

13 (59%)
14 (64%)
10 (45%)

5 (23%)
2 (9%)
2 (9%)

1 (5%)
1 (5%)
1 (5%)

15 (68%)
14 (64%)
10 (45%)
11 (50%)
13 (59%)
6 (27%)
4 (18%)
11 (50%)

2 (9%)
2 (9%)
2 (9%)
2 (9%)
1 (5%)
' 0
1 (5%)
3 (14%)

1 (5%)
1 (5%)
2 (9%)
2 (9%)
1 (5%)
2 (9%)
2 (9%)
1 (5%)

'

/

•'

0

0

0
0

' 0
1 (5%)

0

0

0

.0

0

0

0

1

0

0

3 (14%)
4(18%)
6 (27%)
6 (27%)
5 (23%)
13 (59%)
13 (59%)
6 (27%)

Total Respondents
Skipped this question

21
1

11. D o you, as a manager, feel that the effect that growth has had on m any o f these issu es is due to the
lack o f growth m anagem ent on lands adjacent to the district’s border?
Response %
V ery likely

32%
32%

Xikely

15

S o m e w h a t Xikely

N o t likely

23%

5%

D o n o t know

5%
Total Respondents
Skipped this question
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21
1

12. D oes your district currendy share information (technical, social, recreational, econom ic, ecological
data) with adjacent counties and cities?

Response %
All o f the time

14%
36%

Most o f the time

Sometimes

41%

Rarely occurs

5%

It does not occur

0%
Total Respondents
Skipped this question

21
1

13. When you have cooperated with these counties and cities in the past, what collaborative processes,
organizational tools, or types o f projects have worked? Please be brief.
•

O pen exchange o f information, often by District Rangers or subject m atter specialists

•

I work well with local County Commissioner and let her know what private access issues we are
dealing with and why we make the decisions we do. As a result she has been supportive o f my
decisions. Recendy the County agreed that prior to any subdivision approval
the landowner had to
show approved access if FS access was necessary. The County Fire Plan was a collaborative effort to
define Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) and priorities in WUI. We are working with the local
Conservation District to access fuels and watershed issues on private land in the analysis area we are
working with'on Forest Service system lands. This will give us a better picture o f all the issues in that
entire area. We adopted the County standards for residential access and require subdivisions to
upgrade access road, even if they are Forest Sendee, to that standard. County is including fuels
assessment in their subdivision approval process. County requested an assessment and funding from
the state to fix a safety issue on a Forest Service system road that was used to access private land. The
state did the access and is providing the funding to fix the problem.

•

Coordinated fire planning. Info shared on fuels, veg types, etc.

•

Recreation opportunities, access issues, timber salvage collaboration, limits o f acceptable change
stands - wilderness

•

Joint Fuel management projects and collaborative planning o f projects.

•

We are trying to work with counties on economic development. Looking at "visioning" with the
counties - where they want to go. Currently looking at potential / desirability o f increasing tourism in
Wheatland County.
MOU's and other cooperative agreements

•
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•

Wildland fire protection plan - working w /counties and affected communities in developing a fire
protection plan.

•

Public scoping on proposed projects Public meetings to involve the communities in projects i.e. Fuels
reduction projects

•

Providing the best information and data on the resources and their condition on the public lands.

•

Resource Advisor)' Committee (RAC). Yaak Community Stewardship Project. Forest Plan Revision
workgroups.

•

Wildland Urban Interface fuels projects Municipal Watershed management projects Both through the
combined City-County G overnm ent agencies and the elected officials

•

We share technical information and I have personally served on the City and County Planning Boards.
We routinely comment on developments that have the potential to affect the Forest. We cooperate
with fire and fuels reviews o f developments.

•

Emergency type operations have worked best and on a much lesser scale, efforts regarding mitigation
o f hazardous fuels.

•

They generally want us to use the Endangered Species Act to enforce zoning limitations on projects
that would have adverse effects upon natural resources o f high value. This is because they either can't
(politically) stop such development, or they don't have adequate laws to prevent unwise development.

•

Fuels reduction and fire protection access issues through road users' agreements

•

Public Meetings, news releases, special programs, specific outreach efforts

•

Beaverhead and Madison Counties were Cooperating Agencies on the Dillon Resource Management
Plan. Briefings, Public Meetings.

•

Cross section citizen groups - watershed groups

14. W hich processes, tools or projects have not worked? Please be brief.
•

Asking them to read/com m ent on our land use and project Plans

•

We had trouble with County approving subdivisions without finding out that the Forest Service has
approved access.

•

Limits o f acceptable change, collaboration, just working side by side

•

Have not had success with Golden Valley County in the past on access issues. The county has,in fact,
closed public access (county roads) that provided access to the Forest. (This type o f problem is usually
due to the county' commissioners who are in office at the time)

•

Volunteer agreements

•

N ot enough scoping...not getting buy in from the communities. Most o f public do not support typical
timber sale projects
.
.
.
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•

Too early to tell. We just got Categorical Exclusion authorities for fuels reduction projects. If remains
to be seen if this will allow us to move forward or it also will get tied up in litigation.

•

Public Meetings

•

Regardless o f our issues developments tend to be approved. G row th plan needs to be more specific
and perhaps restrictive

•

W hat hasn't worked is not having a proper land management plan for counties....just letting anyone do
his/h er thing wherever they w ant to.

•

generally they work with time

•

Public meetings are sparsely attended.

If data and information sharing does not occur, would the district be w illing to share information
with adjacent counties and cities?

Response %
Yes all o f the time

64%
, 9%

Yes some o f the time
Yes b u t only spedficinformation

12

9%
0%

N ot likely

0%

D o not know

Total Respondents
Skipped this question
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18
4

16. D o you believe that adjacent counties and cities are aware o f the m anagem ent goals and objectives
the district is working to implement?
Response %
Very aware

5%

P

1
116

Somewhat aware
4

Slightly aware

73%

18%

N ot aware

0

0%

Do not know

0

0%

Total Respondents
Skipped this question

21
1

17. Growth policies are becom ing more com m on throughout M ontana. H ow many counties and cities
adjacent to your district borders have growth policies that you are aware of? Check all that apply.
Response %
All o f the counties adjacent to the
0%

district b order have grow th
All o f th e cities adjacent to the

0%

district border have grow th
Som e o f th e counties have grow th

36%

polities
Som e o f the cities have grow th

15

polities

12

O ne county has a grow th policy

23%
9%

O n e o r tw o cities have grow th
5%

polities
N o grow th polities are in place at

18%

this tim e
>

27%

D o n o t know

Total Respondents
Skipped this question
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20
2

18. Please nam e the counties and cities, that you are aware of, that have growth policies.
Counties

Cities

Gallatin
Park
Lincoln
Missoula
Lewis and Clark
Teton
Madison
Powell
Granite
D eer Lodge
Silver Bow
Jefferson

Bozeman
West Yellowstone
Libby
Missoula
Helena
Choteau
Ennis
Troy
Yaak
Philipsburg
Anaconda
Butte
Deer Lodge

19. Based on the list o f counties and cities you cam e up with in question 17, w hich o f those counties
and cities have growth policy goals and objectives regarding the following:

Goals and objectives regarding
wildlife and habitat protection?
Goals and objectives regarding
watershed protection?
Goals and objectives regarding
wildfire management?
Goals and objectives regarding
natural resource conservation?

Countyl

County2

County3

Cityl

City2

City3

D o not
know

4(18% )

2 (9%)

0

0

0

0

9(41%)

6 (27%)

3 (14%)

' 1 (5%)

2 (9%)

0

0

7 (32%)

6 (27%)

3 (14%)

1 (5%)

1 (5%)

0

0

7 (32%)

3 (14%)

0

0

0

0

0

10 (45%)

20. Based on the planning that you, as a m anager, have seen im plem ented in those counties and cities
found in question 17, which counties and cities are doing w ell in terms o f the follow ing categories?

Wildlife and habitat protection?
In terms o f watershed
protection?
In terms o f wildfire management?
In terms o f natural resource
conservation?

Countyl

County2

County3

Cityl

City2

City3

3 (14%)

1 (5%)

0

0

0

0

D o not
know
8 (36%)

3 (14%)
6 (27%)

2 (9%)
3 (14%)

0
1 (5%)

2 (9%)
1 (5%)

0
0

0
0

6 (27%)
6 (27%)

2 (9%)

1 (5%)

0

1 (5%)

0

0

8 (36%)
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21. For those counties and cities adjacent to the district border that have growth policies that you are
aware of, how m any o f those counties and cities have goals and objectives very similar to the goals
and objectives your district is trying to manage for?
Response %
All of the growth policies

0%

More than half of the
growth policies

0%

Half of the growth policies

5%

Less than half of the
growth policies

9%

None of the growth
policies

5%

10

Do not know

45%

Total Respondents
Skipped this question

14
8

22. Overall, do you believe the growth policies currently in place, in adjacent counties and cities,
hinder or help your office’s ability to successfully m anage in your district?
Response %
Greatly help

0%

Help

14%

Some help and some hinder'

23%'

Neither help or hinder

5%

■ Hinder

0%

Greatly Hinder

0%

Do not know

27%

\
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Total Respondents
Skipped this question

15
7

23. If the growth policies hinder m anagem ent, what do you believe the causal factors are?
•

Lack o f defensible space (hazardous fuels)

•

Growth policies are not restrictive enough, development still occurs in areas that limit FS
management options.

•

Counties need to provide guidelines for construction in rural areas that are friendly to wildlife,
viewsheds and watersheds.

•

Ignorance o f structures and development on wildlife habitat and weeds

•

Access, wildlife habitat

•

I don't think our counties have a real clear growth policy other than a fairly hands off approach. As
such, lands are being developed with limited discussion o f access, wildlife or watershed input. I think
the lack o f planning is the biggest hindrance.

24. H ow has the m anagem ent in your district changed or been affected by this hindrance?
•

Requests for fuels work adjacent to developments

•

Management has become more complex and expensive due to unrestricted development. We have
more demand for road use permits, more conflict with new home owners, illegal use o f the National
Forest has increased.

•

Counties, and citizens often tty to bring us in as the "heavy'" after a project has been approved by a
county (or is about to be approved), where some unwise (from a natural resources protection
perspective) project is about to be implemented. People think the Endangered Species Act can stop
anything.

•

Apparent lack o f green-space or green belts

•

Public Access to public lands continues to me eliminated.

•

We have more neighbors with more demands from the national forest in a time o f declining budgets.

25. Overall, how w ould you say all o f the counties and cities adjacent to your district are doing in
terms o f the following:
,

Wildlife and habitat protection?
In terms o f watershed protection?
In terms o f wildfire management?
In terms o f natural resource
conservation?

Doing vety
well

Doing
well

Doing
somewhat
. well

Doing
slightly
well

N ot
doing
well

D o not
know

0
0
0

1 (5%)
2 (9%)
4 (18%)

3 (14%)
3 (14%)
6 (27%)

6 (27%)
6 (27%)
5 (23%)

7 (32%)
6 (27%)
3-(14%)

2 (9%)
2 (9%)
1 (5%)

0

2(9% ) .

3 (14%)

5(23%)

6 (27%)

3 (14%)
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26. H ow w ould you describe the majority o f planning that occurs adjacent to your district?

Response %
23%

R egulatory (such as zoning)

5%

Incentive based

B o th Regulator)' and Incentive

*6

based

27%

18%

D o n o t know

9%

O th e r (please specify)

Total Respondents
Skipped thilTquestion

27.

18
4

D o you, as a manager, feel that m any o f the issu es/p rob lem s the district is dealing w ith because o f
growth could be alleviated if w ell designed, thought-out, more consistent planning took place
adjacent to the districts borders?

Response %
I3

Very likely

14%

8

Likely

Somewhat likely

36%

0%

N o t likely

D o n ot know

36%.'

0%

0

Total Respondents
Skipped this Question

,149

19
3

28. If counties and cities were to im plem ent growth policies that incorporated the principles found in
ecosystem m anagem ent (flexibility, adaptability, monitoring, environmental integrity and
protection, etc.) do you, as a manager, believe that the district’s m anagem ent goals and objectives
could be more successfully accom plished?

Response %
Very likely

23%

Likely

36%

Som ewhat likely

15

23%

N o t Likely

0%

D o n o t K now

5%
Total Respondents
Skipped this question

19
3

29. For counties and cities working to design a growth policy, what elem ents, goals, and
im plem entation strategies w ould you, as a public land manager, recom m end be incorporated into
these plans that w ould help alleviate m anagem ent problems in your district?

•

Water quality protection 'hazardous fuels reduction wildlife habitat protection boundary surveys

•

Need to alleviate fuels issues. Need to provide watershed protection. Need to provide for some
"undeveloped space". N eed to plan well for access.

•

Consider: Wildlife Habitat Fuels types All season access Historic uses

•

Better planning in wildlife winter habitat and riparian areas. Recognition o f hazardous fire areas.
Improve Travel management planning.

•

Open space concepts Access to public lands Fire safe concepts

•

Recognition o f wildland fire risks. Need for counties (or developer) to assume road management
responsibilities. Recognition o f primary winter range habitats.

•

Planning o f developments in appropriate land use allocations, i.e. don't put a subdivision in critical
winter wildlife range. Controlling density. Place more homes in one location vs. dispersing them
across a landscape. Codes for appropriate building materials in a forested environment (fire resident)
Codes on sizes o f structures...trophy homes should be required to pay an elevated taxed rate for
excessive resource consumption. N O W is the time to address grow!th, look at the areas with the
greatest control/best plans, they will say they were developed re-actively rather than proactively...and
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unfortunately the opportunity for preventative control is loss. Codes for set backs to stop incidental
trespass
•

Working with us and looking at the large-scale picture—landscape level to see how their development
approvals affect the landscape, etc.

•

Public Access to public lands Water management Wildland Urban interface fuels management

•

More regulatory attention must be paid to critical habitat and watershed needs. Developers and
purchasers m ust recognize and accept that ecological process and management is'dynamic. View
sheds do change; active management is needed to address forest health and fire. Some areas m ust not
be developed for these reasons, growth plans are too flexible.

•

Require mandatory State Certified boundary surveys, by existing owners or realty agents, prior to sale
o f lands adjacent to all public lands.

•

Counties need guidelines for fish and wildlife conservation worked into a growth policy. People are
moving to M ontana for the natural resources values we have here, and development should
incorporate guidelines to ensure that those values are not lost because o f the kinds o f development
taking place. T hat is a self-defeating policy.

•

fuels and fire control roads management density requirements visual standards

•

Cluster development, river setbacks, retain public access to public lands.

•

Cluster development around existing services to keep the need for new infrastructure and services to a
minimum. Require defensible space for fire and access for fire fighting equipment. Identify and
protect key wildlife winter ranges, migration corridors etc free from development. Avoid development
on inholdings that require off site development to provide minimum services. IE electrical lines,
roads, water, and sewer.

30. Would your district be w illing to work with adjacent counties and cities to improve their growth
policies or help them to design their new growth policies?

Response %
10

Very willing

- 45%

S o m ew hat

41%

willing

Slightly willing

0%

N o t willing

0%

D o n o t k now

0%

Total Respondents'
Skipped this,question
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19
3

31. H ave you worked with a city or county, as a private citizen, on any growth policy or planning
issues?

Response %
Y es very frequently

9%
9%

Y es Frequently

36%

Y e s occasionally

Y es onoe o r twice

2

9%
23%

IS 5

N o I have n o t

0%

N o com m ent

Total Respondents
Skipped this question

19
3

32. Besides growth policies, what other suggestions would you make regarding strategies counties
and cities can im plem ent in order to help improve m anagem ent goals and objectives on adjacent
public lands?
Inform ation and education on natural systems and processes
D o not approve every proposal that is submitted! Provide constructive feedback for proposals.
Protection o f Elk winter habitat. Restrictions o f improvements in high fire danger areas.
Consider the resources on the Forest when looking at economic growth opportunities
Keep agencies involved and become involved with agency policy and information.
Identify conservation and open space areas and look at their connectivity to public lands. Look at
wildlife habitats and avoid developing, or do so wisely. Identify trail needs for outdoor recreation use
opportunities. Protect riparian zones and habitats. Develop mutually desirable building codes fo r'
appropriate land use allocations...scenic areas may require burial o f utility services if the private land is
developed.
Develop a collaborative approach to mapping the wildland urban interface and agreeing on future
treatments.
Information and education campaigns to help citizens understand the FS issues and objectives.
Develop brochures that explain responsibilities o f land owners to their neighbors, consisting o f both
private and public lands. The State should require training o f realty agents to disseminate this type of
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information to potential purchasers to help alleviate future problems or disputes. This could also be
tied back to the Counties growth policy, requiring realty agents to provide this info' to potential
purchasers, so they can consider it as a part o f their decision to purchase lands.
•

•
•

County planners and Commissioners need training in growth policies that preserve and protect
natural resources. These plans are a lot easier to implement up front, than to overlay on existing
development.
• Enforced zoning and fuels reduction for new subdivisions
Retain access to public lands across private lands

33. Please feel free to add any additional com m ents
• • There is little growth currently occurring in Wheatland, Golden Valley and Meagher Counties. As
such, m ost o f the questions you've asked don't really apply to the Musselshell District. O ur
management concerns are 1. Forest health - lack o f natural fire in the ecosystem and what that has
done to habitat, etc. 2. Access - as mentioned previously, the land ownership pattern limits public
access to the National Forest. Some private landowners allow public access, many do not. 3.
Unrestricted ATV (4-wheeler) use. Most users are conscientious and tty to do what's right. However,
there are those who ride cross country, purposely cut and create new trails and are causing a lot o f
resource damage. 4. Invasive species is a growing concern. We have weed programs, but the problem
keeps growing. Some spread is due to recreation use, some due to range use (and past over-use) and
some due to lack o f natural fire.
•

Unfortunately there is a large segment of the American population that view zoning and growth
policies as "un-American" or unconstitutional. It is their right to develop their private land any way
they may wish (except for public health and safety restrictions). This overall attitude needs to change.
Urban sprawl is one o f the greatest threatens to the west. We should look at other models, such as
some o f the European models. G rowth is restricted to this boundary. The countryside remains
countryside and does not become a subdivision because the landowner could make the m ost money ,
from that land use. This opens the subject o f “takings”.... O ur constitution and land use laws were
develop for a vast country with an estimated population o f 13 million people, not the 250 plus million
now....land use policies need to be progressive and proactive, rather than reactive. Heavy users o f
natural resources should be taxed/penailized for consuming resources, i.e. trophy home owners, and it
should not be a one time tax. Why should two people live in a 7,000 sq ft home and use limited
energyi resources to heat it without penalty....there should be incentives for conservation and wise use,
and disincentives for consumerisms, unwise use o f natural resources.

•

I've been involved in Teton Counties recent efforts regarding development and approval o f a Growth
Management Policy. However, my familiarity with the details is currently quite vague. This survey has
prom pted me to reacquaint myself with the Teton County policy. Also, I believe Lewis and Clark
County has a Growth Policy, but that it is more central to the metropolitan area o f Helena, rather
than the outskirts o f the county, such as Augusta.

•

Some o f the best planning in my area is coming out o f a watershed group that has taken a proposal to
the county commissioners in the area. O ur county government is not funded or able to initiate these
plans. We are also getting help from some regional non profits who are discussing the issues o f
planning development, conservation easements, and developing an understanding. Politics in this area
would not prom pt favor limiting or planning growth. Unfortunately after the area has developed and
people see that the values they moved to the area for, are being lost, and get mad enough to
precipitate change, the damage if.often done. A t that point there is a desire for the feds to provide the
open space opportunities that have been forgone on private land.
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